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Westside Fire Recovery Project

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Siskiyou County, California

Lead Agency: USDA Forest Service

Responsible Official: Patricia A. Grantham, Forest Supervisor
Klamath National Forest
1711 South Main Street, Yreka, CA, 96097

For Information Contact: Wendy Coats, Environmental Coordinator

Klamath National Forest Supervisor’s Office
1711 South Main Street, Yreka, CA 96097
(530) 841-4470 or weoats@fs.fed.us

Abstract: The Westside Fire Recovery Project was developed in response to the 2014 wildfires on
the Happy Camp/Oak Knoll and Salmon/Scott River Ranger Districts of the Klamath National Forest
(Forest). The project will address the needs for 1) worker and public safety and access; 2) safe
conditions for firefighters performing fire suppression for community protection; 3) a project that is
economically viable, meeting project objectives and benefiting our local communities; and 4) restored
and fire-resilient forested ecosystems. Alternatives considered in detail are: (1) Alternative 1, no
action; (2) Alternative 2, the refined proposed action (preferred alternative); (3) Alternative 3, an
alternative that emphasizes the development of future late successional forest habitat, habitat
connectivity, northern spotted owl habitat and legacy components within the post fire landscape; (4)
Alternative 4, an alternative that is designed to reduce watershed disturbance and impacts to water
quality and fisheries, relative to the proposed action; and, (5) Alternative 5, that adds fuels treatments
adjacent to private timber lands and removes treatment of salvage logging and site preparation from
late successional reserves, riparian reserves, and inventoried roadless areas.

Reviewers should provide the Forest Service with their comments during the review period of the
draft environmental impact statement. This will enable the Forest Service to analyze and respond to
the comments at one time and to use information acquired in the preparation of the final
environmental impact statement, thus avoiding undue delay in the decision-making process.
Reviewers have an obligation to structure their participation in the National Environmental Policy Act
process so that it is meaningful and alerts the agency to the reviewers’ position and contentions.
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519, 553 (1978). Environmental objections
that could have been raised at the draft stage may be waived if not raised until after completion of the
final environmental impact statement. City of Angoon v. Hodel (9" Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin
Heritages, Inc. v. Harris, 490 F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980). Comments on the draft
environmental impact statement should be specific and should address the adequacy of the statement
and the merits of the alternatives discussed (40 CFR 1503.3). In order for a reference to be
considered, commenters are required to supply all referenced literature and discuss its relevancy to
the project and its effects as part of their comments. The opportunity to comment will end 30 days
following publication of the notice of availability (NOA) in the Federal Register, as published.
Publication of the NOA in the Federal Register is anticipated on March 13, 2015 and is the sole
means of calculating the comment period. The acceptable format(s) for electronic comments include:
plain text (.txt), rich text format (.rtf), Word (.doc, .docx), or portable document format (.pdf). Submit
comments at: http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project_exp.php?project=45579. Or, send hard-copy
comments to: Patricia A. Grantham, ATTN: Wendy Coats, fax (530) 842-6131 or mailed to 1711 S.
Main Street, Yreka, CA 96097, or hand-delivered during normal business hours (8am to 4:30 pm
Monday-Friday, excluding holidays). For oral comments contact Wendy Coats at (530) 841-4470.




Summary

The Forest Service prepared this draft environmental impact statement (EIS) in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant
federal and state laws and regulations. In response to issues raised by the public during
scoping and consultation efforts with tribes and regulatory agencies, the Forest Service
refined the proposed action and developed three additional action alternatives analyzed in
detail. This EIS discloses the environmental impacts that would result from the proposed
action or its alternatives.

Background

Severe drought and exceptionally dry fuel conditions made the 2014 fire season one of
the most impacting in the history of the Klamath National Forest. Fires within the Happy
Camp Complex were ignited by lightning near the town of Happy Camp, which is located
on the middle portion of the Klamath River. Hot, dry and windy conditions caused three
of the original 19 fires to escape containment, burn actively for several weeks, and
eventually grow together and spread south along the Scott River and into the Marble
Mountain Wilderness. The Beaver Fire occurred on the north side of the Klamath River
about 30 miles east of Happy Camp, and eventually consumed approximately 32,400
acres. The July Complex was comprised of the Log and Whites Fires, which burned
approximately 37,000 acres southeast of Fort Jones. The July Complex burned both
private and Forest Service land, ultimately spreading into the Marble Mountain
Wilderness and into the drainage of the North Fork of the Salmon River. The 2014 fire
season ultimately burned about 215,000 acres on the Forest, of which the Beaver Fire, the
Happy Camp Complex, and the Whites Fire of the July Complex are a subset*. The
Beaver Fire, Happy Camp Complex, and Whites Fire burned a total of 183,100 acres,
including 162,300 acres of National Forest System lands and 20,800 acres of private land
(table S-1 below).

Table S- 1: Acres of burned Forest Service and private lands within the proposed project area

Project | Fire Fire Start | Containment | Acres Burned: | Acres Burned: | Total Acres

Area Date Date Forest Service | Private Burned

A Beaver Fire July 30, August 30, 14,600 17,800 32,400
2014 2014

B Happy Camp | August October 29, | 114,800 2,100 116,900

Complex 12, 2014 2014

C Whites Fire July 31, September 32,900 900 33,800
2014 25,2014

Total of All Fires 162,300 20,800 183,100

(acres)

! The Beaver Fire, Happy Camp Complex, and Whites Fire were identified as requiring critical treatments
due to post-fire conditions. Some other fires were also entirely within wilderness, preventing treatment.
On the Goosenest Ranger District on the east side of the Klamath National Forest, the Forest has
proposed the Little Deer project, which has much different conditions and no significant effects; the
Environmental Assessment has moved forward without an Emergency Situation Determination request
and an objection filing period that begins in late February 2015.




Burned Area Emergency Response

Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) actions, currently underway, aim to identify
and manage imminent and unacceptable threats to human life, safety, property, and
critical natural and cultural resources on National Forest System lands. BAER actions
include repairing road drainages (grading, culvert cleaning, installation of rolling
drainage dips, etc.), felling only imminent hazard trees along 650 miles of roads, and
posting closure signs along roads and trails. Hazard trees felled during fire suppression
and BAER activities were very limited in scope compared to the fire event and consisted
of the most high-priority danger tree hazards” along only the most frequented of
roadways. Due to the objectives of BAER activities and the scale of the event, the many
recently fire-killed trees were considered to be structurally sound at the time and were left
standing. As snags along the roadways in burned areas are exposed to winter rains, snow,
and winds and subsequently deteriorate and decay, threats to human health and safety
substantially increase. While BAER activities mitigate many of the immediate hazards,
additional emergency actions are needed to address the remaining safety concerns and to
move the affected areas towards recovery.

Purpose and Need

The Westside Fire Recovery project was developed in response to landscape-level
changes to forested habitat resulting from the 2014 wildfires on the Klamath National
Forest. Forest Service resource specialists began evaluating conditions in the project area
immediately following the fires. The BAER analyses provided resource assessments on
the fires’ effects on soils, watersheds, vegetation, and wildlife. Post-fire inventories of the
transportation system were conducted to obtain condition status. Field crews conducted
surveys on forested stands to collect data on stand mortality and salvage viability. Soil
burn severities and vegetation burn severities were mapped to determine the changed
post-fire conditions. The initial post-fire assessments were completed by the fall of 2014.
Resource specialists used this information to make recommendations to the responsible
official, Forest Supervisor Patricia Grantham, for developing the proposed action.

The purpose and need of the project is to address the following:

= There is a need for worker and public safety and access.

= There is a need for safe conditions for firefighters performing fire suppression for
community protection.

= There is a need for a project that is economically viable, meeting project
objectives and benefiting our local communities.

= There is a need for restored and fire-resilient forested ecosystems.

See chapter 1 for the detailed purpose and need.

Proposed Action

The project area comprises 218,600 total acres, including 187,100 acres of National
Forest System land and 31,500 acres of private land. It is divided into three subparts:

2A high-priority danger tree hazard is defined as “a road or road segments where danger trees are
determined to be highly likely to fail and where those failures would be highly likely to cause injuries”
(FSH7709.59 Section 40.5).




project area A (Beaver Fire), project area B (Happy Camp Complex), and project area C
(Whites Fire of the July Complex). The boundary was expanded beyond the fire
perimeters near private property structures in order to incorporate hazardous fuel
reduction treatments and fire breaks for community protection. See the vicinity map in
appendix A.

In order to accomplish these objectives, the Forest Service proposes:

= 11,700 acres of salvage harvest units> where fire-killed trees (snags) would be
removed to reduce future fire risk and severity and to provide for public and forest
worker safety;

= 650 miles of roadside hazard treatments (i.e., snag removal) along Forest system
roads, state highways, and county roadways;

= 22,900 acres of hazardous fuels treatments (including strategic fuel breaks and
treatments within ¥4 mile of private property structures and other infrastructure);
and

= 7,900 acres of reforestation (site preparation, planting, and release) to accelerate
the restoration of forest habitat.

Public Engagement

The Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the Westside Fire Recovery project was
published in the Federal Register on October 15, 2014, beginning the 30-day public
scoping period. The Forest is using news releases and social media to inform broader
audiences. The Forest has created a project website* to provide an independent electronic
news outlet, as well as the standard legal notices and public notifications to meet the
requirements of the NEPA. Field trips and public open house meetings in the local
communities of Yreka, Fort Jones, Scott Bar, Sawyers Bar, Happy Camp, Klamath River,
and Seiad have occurred and will continue to be used to inform, consult, and involve
interested parties in an interactive, in-person manner. These efforts will also help us
gauge public understanding and perception of the project. The Forest Service has also
met with representatives of the timber industry regarding this project in order to gauge
industry interest and capacity for salvage harvest using commercial timber sales.

Beyond the Forest’s typical means of outreach, the Westside Fire Recovery project has
also inspired the creation of two local collaborative groups:

= OnJanuary 6, 2015, the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors unanimously
approved the formation of a Citizens’ Advisory Committee, charged with
developing consensus recommendations for the Board to consider in responding
to federal and state agencies on a variety of topics, including the Westside Fire
Recovery project. An objective of the Board is to have the committee represent a
broad spectrum of interests within Siskiyou County.

* Treatment in salvage harvest units is limited to moderate to high severity areas (>50% mortality) outside
of riparian reserves. An estimated 6,800 acres of fire-killed trees would actually be removed. See chapter
2 for a complete description of harvest units.

* http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project_exp.php?project=45579
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= The locally-based National Institute for the Elimination of Catastrophic Wildfire
is forming a diverse citizens’ collaborative group to address the Westside Fire
Recovery project. The group (“The Westside Klamath Steering Committee”) will
be comprised of Siskiyou County residents representing a wide range of interests
who reflect the social and economic diversity within the affected area. The
purpose of the group is to generate, through a collaborative process, consensus
recommendations to the Forest Service, Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors,
the California State Legislature, the Governor’s Office, and the California
Congressional Delegation regarding treatments for the Westside Fire Recovery
project.

The two groups are not expected to compete with one another, but, rather, to complement
each other in representing the views of Siskiyou County residents. It is anticipated that
both collaborative groups will:

= serve as advocates for actions regarding the recovery and restoration of the
Westside Fire Recovery project area that are reflective of, and responsive to,
the needs of the residents of Siskiyou County;

= help evaluate the draft EIS; and

= suggest guidance for finding balance between protecting resources (such as
wildlife, fisheries, and water quality) and protecting human life and safety,
public infrastructure, private property, and communities.

The Forest has been actively consulting with regulatory agencies as well as local and
national elected officials. The Forest has also initiated government to government
consultation with federally recognized local tribes. The Karuk Tribe has raised specific
concerns regarding reforestation actions and project timelines; the Forest is increasing its
engagement with the Karuk to address these concerns. The Forest is developing a project-
specific programmatic agreement with the State Historic Preservation Office for
compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act. Regarding the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the Forest is consulting and conferencing with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service about the effects of the project on the ESA-listed northern spotted owl
and ESA listing candidate Pacific fisher, respectively. The Forest is also consulting with
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service
(NOAA Fisheries or NFMS) about the effects of the project on the ESA-listed Coho
Salmon. The Forest is also working up-front with the North Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board regarding compliance with the Clean Water Act. The Forest will
continue consultation efforts with all parties to ensure there is a full understanding of the
project and that the resource needs of these groups are recognized and addressed.

Results of Scoping

The Forest Service received 749 unique comments by means of 98 unique letters, and
1,556 form letters during the scoping period. In response to comments received, the
Forest Service determined four issues to be relevant to alternative development. Other
issues were also considered during the refinement of the proposed action (chapter 2) or
addressed in the disposition of scoping comments (appendix B).

Four issues were determined to be relevant to alternative development:
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There is a disagreement about effects of salvage logging on wildlife habitat (e.g.
northern spotted owl, Pacific fisher, and snag-associated species) and general wildlife
habitat fragmentation and connectivity. (Alternative 3 responds to this issue.)

There is a disagreement about the effects of salvage logging and required
infrastructure on watershed health (e.g. beneficial uses, Coho Salmon habitat, and soil
productivity). (Alternative 4 responds to this issue.)

There is a disagreement about the effects of salvage logging, site preparation, and
planting on late successional reserves and riparian reserves. (Alternatives 3, 4, and 5
respond to this issue.)

There is a disagreement about whether or not the proposed action sufficiently reduces
fuels adjacent to private timber lands in the Beaver Fire area. (Alternative 5 responds
to this issue.)

These issues led the agency to develop alternatives to the proposed action summarized
below.

Alternatives Considered in Detail

In response to relevant issues, the Forest Service developed three alternatives to the
proposed action and several alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study.
These are described in detail in chapter 2.

Alternative 1 (No Action) -There will be no treatment with this alternative. The no
action alternative provides reviewers a baseline to compare the magnitude of
environmental effects of the action alternatives. It also provides a picture of the
results of allowing natural regeneration to take place across the project area.

Alternative 2 (Refined Proposed Action) — This alternative is the proposed action as
scoped, except refined in response to public scoping comments and the acquisition
of field-verified information about the project area. See above for a brief description
or chapter 2 for details.

Alternative 3 — This alternative was developed in response to relevant issues about
the effects of the proposed action on spotted owl and fisher habitat, habitat
connectivity, and legacy components (i.e. old growth trees) and concerns about
treatments in late-successional reserves. Alternative 3 emphasizes the development
of future late successional habitat, habitat connectivity, northern spotted owl habitat
and legacy habitat components within the post fire landscape. Alternative 3 is
designed to retain legacy components for future habitat development, reduce effects
to northern spotted owl nests, and lessen the effects to connectivity while still
meeting the purpose and need for action.

Alternative 4 — This alternative was developed to reduced impacts to watershed,
including to federally-listed Coho Salmon. This alternative was developed through
consultation discussions between the Forest Service and NMFS and in response to
relevant public issues about the effects of the proposed action on watershed
conditions and recovery. Alternative 4 is designed to reduce watershed disturbance
and impacts to water quality and fisheries, relative to the proposed action, while still
meeting the purpose and need for action. This alternative takes a more conservative
approach to implementing the Forest Plan’s Aquatic Conservation Strategy by
reducing or eliminating temporary road actions, especially within key watersheds
and sensitive watersheds, as identified by the interdisciplinary team.
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= Alternative 5 — This alternative addresses disagreements about the effects of salvage
logging and site preparation on late successional reserves, riparian reserves, and
inventoried roadless areas. Alternative 5 also addresses disagreements about
whether or not the proposed action sufficiently addresses the needs for fuels
reduction adjacent to private timber lands in the Beaver Fire area. Salvage harvest,
site preparation, planting, and release are only proposed within management areas
considered as matrix lands. Additional hazardous fuels treatments are proposed
adjoining private land treatments to increase fuel breaks along ridge and road
systems within the Beaver Fire area.

In addition to the 14 alternatives developed, the Forest Service received an alternative
from the Karuk Tribe on March 5, 2015 at 4:30 pm, the day before printing; it has been
incorporated into appendix G of the DEIS and is available for public review and
comment. For the final EIS and for consideration in the decision, the Forest Service may
likely produce another alternative to be analyzed in detailed study. This alternative
would be reflective of ideas raised during the public comment period, collaborative
efforts, and consultation. It would be comprised of actions already proposed among the
existing action alternatives. Actions would be within the range of alternatives already
proposed and their effects would be within the scope of analysis already considered in
this draft EIS.

Emergency Situation Determination

In order to facilitate implementation of the project, the Forest is seeking an Emergency
Situation Determination pursuant to 36 CFR 218.21. Under 36 CFR 218.21(d), a
proposed action is not subject to the pre-decisional objection process if the Chief or
Associate Chief of the Forest Service determines that an emergency situation exists with
respect to all or part of the proposed action or activity. 36 CFR 218.21(b) defines an
emergency situation as:

a situation on National Forest System (NFS) lands for which immediate
implementation of a decision is necessary to achieve one or more of the
following: relief from hazards threatening human health and safety;
mitigation of threats to natural resources on NFS or adjacent lands;
avoiding a loss of commodity value sufficient to jeopardize the agency’s
ability to accomplish project objectives directly related to resource
protection or restoration.

If the Emergency Situation Determination is granted, it would mean that there would be
no provision for administrative challenge (objection) prior to issuance of a Record of
Decision.

Alternative Arrangements

In order to facilitate implementation of this project, the Forest Service requested
alternative arrangements with the Council on Environmental Quality pursuant to 40 CFR
1506.11, which states:

Where emergency circumstances make it necessary to take an action with
significant environmental impact without observing the provisions of these
regulations, the Federal agency taking the action should consult with the Council
about alternative arrangements.




The Forest Service received alternative arrangements that shortened the 45-day comment
period requirement for the draft EIS by 15 days, resulting in a 30-day comment period
(40 CFR 1506.10(c)).

The Forest Service is also requesting alternative arrangements with the Council on
Environmental Quality to:

e Eliminate the 90-day requirement between the notice of availability of the draft
EIS and the Record of Decision (1506.10(b)(1)) and

e Eliminate the 30-day wait period between the final EIS and the Record of
Decision (40 CFR 1506.10(b)(2)).

Decision Framework

As the Responsible Official, the Forest Supervisor may decide to: (1) select the proposed
action; (2) select one of the alternatives; (3) select one of the alternatives after modifying
the alternative with additional mitigating measures or a combination of activities from
other alternatives; or, (4) select the no action alternative, choosing not to authorize the
Westside Fire Recovery project. In making this decision, the Forest Supervisor will
consider such questions as:

e How well does the selected alternative meet the purpose and need described in
this EIS?

e How well does the selected alternative move the project area toward the desired
conditions established in the Forest Plan?

e Does the selected alternative mitigate potential adverse effects?
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Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for Action

Document Structure

The Forest Service has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant
federal and state laws and regulations. This EIS discloses the direct, indirect, and
cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action and
alternatives. The document is organized into four chapters and eight appendices:

» Purpose of and Need for Action (Chapter 1): This chapter briefly describes the
proposed action, the need for that action, and other purposes to be achieved by the
proposal. This section also details how the Forest Service informed the public of the
proposed action and how the public responded.

= Alternatives, Including the Refined Proposed Action (Chapter 2): This chapter
provides a detailed description of the agency’s proposed action as well as alternative
actions that were developed in response to comments raised by the public during
scoping. The end of the chapter includes a summary table comparing the proposed
action and alternatives with respect to their environmental impacts.

= Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences (Chapter 3): This chapter
describes the environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.

= Consultation and Coordination (Chapter 4): This chapter provides a list of preparers
and agencies consulted during the development of the draft EIS.

= Appendices: The appendices provide more detailed information to support the
analyses presented in the draft EIS.

The draft EIS and supporting documents can be found at:
http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project _exp.php?project=45579 .

Additional information is located within the project record located at the headquarters
office in Yreka, CA.

Background

Geographic Area Affected

On the west side of the Klamath National Forest, the terrain is extremely rugged, with
total relief in excess of 7,500 feet and hillslopes commonly steeper than 65 percent. The
Klamath Mountains are also characterized by steep ecological gradients, high vegetation,
wildlife, and fish diversity, with numerous species including the federal Endangered
Species Act (ESA)-listed northern spotted owl and Coho Salmon and the federal ESA
candidate Pacific fisher. Annual precipitation ranges from approximately ten inches in
eastern valleys to over 70 inches in the highest elevations. Climate is essentially
Mediterranean, and watershed hydrology is characterized by dry summer and fall months
followed by significant winter precipitation. Morphology and function of the steep stream
channels is controlled by large floods and associated landslides and debris flows.
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Prior to the 2014 fires, vegetation types within the project area generally consisted of oak,
brush, grass, and mixed conifers. Oaks, brush, and grasses are typically found on low-
elevation sites on shallow, rocky soils located on the southerly and westerly aspects.
These southerly and westerly aspects exhibit harsher conditions as opposed to the
northerly and easterly aspects. As elevations increase, conifer species become more
prevalent, primarily as a function of higher precipitation amounts. Deeper, more
developed soils than those at low elevations support mixed conifer stands of Douglas-fir,
ponderosa pine, incense cedar, and sugar pine. Higher elevation sites within the project
area are favorable conditions for red fir and white fir survival and growth, with white fir
becoming a substantial component of the mixed conifer type. Hardwood species,
including Pacific madrone, California black oak, canyon live oak, Oregon white oak,
tanoak, and bigleaf maple are generally a minor component of mixed conifer stands.

Few forested regions have historically experienced fires as frequently and with such high
variability in fire severity as the Klamath Mountains Bioregion (Skinner, 2006). Within
the bioregion, lightning has accounted for 74 percent of ignitions and 82 percent of
burned areas, and median fire return interval ranges from eight to 38 years (Taylor,
Skinner, and Agee, 2006). A great portion of the landscape had remained unburned from
20 to 100 years prior to the 2014 fires. Fire will continue to be a presence on the Klamath
Mountain landscape and shape future vegetation, fuel loadings, and fire severity patterns.

Emergency Triggering Event

Severe drought and exceptionally dry fuel conditions made the 2014 fire season one of
the most impacting in the history of the Klamath National Forest. The following is an
outline of some of the difficult conditions that characterized the season:

e Three consecutive years of drought resulted in record low snowpack, rainfall,
and stream flows.

e Live and dead fuel moistures were at record historic lows, with numerous days
setting new records for severe wildfire burning conditions.

e Over the course of the summer, five separate waves of lightning storms affected
the Forest, setting a total of 127 wildfires (an additional 12 wildfires were
human-caused).

e Twenty severe fire weather warnings (“Red Flag Warnings”) were issued by the
National Weather Service between July 29 and August 18, 2014, due to lightning
and abundant dry fuels, strong winds, and low relative humidity.

e Atotal of 14 Mandatory Evacuations and 15 Evacuation Advisories were ordered
by the Siskiyou County Sheriff’s Department as a result of threatening wildfire
activity. These evacuations affected an estimated 800 residents. Extensive Forest
road and area closures were also in effect for most of the fire season.

e Simultaneous wildfires burning in Oregon, Washington, and other parts of
California resulted in limited resources (firefighting crews and aircraft) being
readily available to the Forest during initial suppression efforts.

¢ Rugged mountainous topography, heavy fuel loadings (jackstraw fallen snags
and trees), and limited access made fire suppression efforts extremely
challenging.
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Klamath-wide, the 2014 fire season ultimately burned about 210,000 acres. Restoration
needs for all affected acres were identified. Some fires, or portions of fires, burned within
wilderness areas, where natural processes drive restoration. Restoration needs of the
5,500-acre Little Deer fire (located on the east side of the Forest), have been identified
and analyzed through a stand-alone Environmental Analysis. The Westside Fire
Recovery project is composed of the other large fires (or portions of fires) that burned
during 2014 - the Beaver Fire, Happy Camp Complex, and the Whites Fire of the July
Complex.

The Beaver Fire, Happy Camp Fire, and Whites Fire burned a total of 183,200 acres,
including 162,300 acres of National Forest System lands and 20,800 acres of private land.
See Table 1-1below.

Table 1-1: General fire information

Project | Fire Fire Start Containment | Acres Burned: | Acres Burned: | Total Acres
Area Date Date Forest Service | Private Burned
A Beaver Fire | July 30, August 30, 14,600 17,800 32,400
2014 2014
B Happy August 12, | October 29, | 114,800 2,100 116,900
Camp 2014 2014
Complex
Fire
C Whites Fire | July 31, September 32,900 900 33,800
2014 25,2014
Total of All Fires 162,300 20,800 183,100
(acres)

Fires within the Happy Camp Complex were ignited by lightning near the town of Happy
Camp, which is located on the middle portion of the Klamath River. Nineteen fires were
ignited in this storm and comprised the complex. Due to hot, dry and windy conditions,
three of the original 19 fires could not be readily contained, eventually grew together and
spread east to the Scott River and south into the Marble Mountain Wilderness over the
course of several weeks. This fire burned approximately 133,000 acres. The Beaver Fire
occurred on the north side of the Klamath River about 30 miles east of Happy Camp, and
eventually consumed approximately 32,000 acres. The July Complex was comprised of
the Log and Whites Fires, which burned approximately 37,000 acres southeast of Fort
Jones. The July Complex burned both private and National Forest land, ultimately
spreading into the Marble Mountain Wilderness and into the North Fork drainage of the
Salmon River.

Resources Affected

The fires burned extensive portions of the Klamath River, Scott River, and Salmon River
watersheds on the western half of the Klamath National Forest. Dozens of tributary
drainages in these watersheds were affected. Large portions of late successional reserves
and habitat burned with high severity fire. A substantial amount of long-term wildlife
habitat was lost as a result of the 2014 fire season, including an estimated 31,000 acres of
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northern spotted owl (a federally listed species under ESA) habitat and an estimated
47,000 acres of Pacific fisher (a candidate for listing under ESA) habitat °.

All the large fires of the 2014 season burned with mixed severity, meaning there was a
mosaic of light, moderate, and severely burned forests within each fire area.

Table 1-2 below describes the percentage of vegetative canopy killed (basal area). See the
Rapid Assessment of VVegetation Condition maps by fire in appendix A.

Table 1-2: Percentage of vegetative canopy killed (basal area)

Fire Severity Percentage (%) Vegetative Beaver Happy Camp | Whites Total
Canopy Killed (basal area) % % %
Very Low 0-25 43 62 63 59
Low 25-50 10
Moderate 50-75 7
High 75-100 40 23 26 27

Of the approximately 185,000 acres that burned on the western Klamath National Forest,
approximately 27 percent exhibit very high vegetation burn severity effects. Within high
severity areas, fuel consumption of duff, conifer and hardwood litter, saplings, and small
and large dead material occurred within the ground and surface profile. Full consumption
of canopy foliage and small branches within the crown stratum has left standing dead
trees that are storing a tremendous amount of biomass available for future surface fuel
accumulation. Areas of high severity burns experienced 75 percent or greater vegetation
mortality, loss of canopy and understory cover, and loss of duff layers and large woody
debris. The stands that burned at high severity ranged in species composition and
structure, including shrub/oak stands, single layered conifer plantations, multi-layered
mixed conifer stands, and higher elevation stands dominated by true fir. Most trees within
high severity burn areas are expected to die in the short term.

Approximately six percent of the fire areas burned with moderate severity. Areas
characterized by moderate severity burns experienced 50-75 percent vegetation mortality,
substantial reduction in canopy and understory cover, as well as duff layers and large
woody debris. Moderate severity fire areas generally experienced consumption of surface
fuels leaving the canopy structure primarily intact; however, the conifer and hardwood
canopies are generally brown needle foliage. Dead fuels contribute to surface fuel loading
and will decay slowly. Small shade-tolerant trees fill in the mid-story canopy connecting
the upper canopy fuel profile (ladder-effect) of the larger fire resilient trees on the
landscape resulting in high severity effect in many forested lands. A substantial portion of
the trees within moderate severity areas have either been killed by fire or are expected to
experience high mortality due to fire injury, insects, and the effects of prolonged drought.
Continued overall low levels of rainfall and particularly low snowfall amounts this winter
are not alleviating drought conditions in northern California. These continuing relatively

> Numbers are based upon habitat acres lost within the proposed Westside Fire Recovery project; it is
likely that a larger amount of habitat was lost outside of the Beaver Fire, Whites Fire, and Happy Camp
Complex perimeters which make up this project’s boundary.
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dry conditions will further decrease the survivability of fire damaged trees, even in areas
that burned in lower severity.

Areas characterized by no or low severity burns experienced 0-50 percent vegetation
mortality and a reduction in fuel loading. In low severity burn areas, most of the stand
mortality occurred in smaller understory trees. Over time, these smaller trees will fall to
the forest floor and contribute to future fuel loading, but in much smaller quantities than
in the moderate to high severity burn areas.

Burned Area Emergency Response

Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) actions completed or currently underway aim
to identify and manage imminent, unacceptable threats to human life, safety, property,
and critical natural and cultural resources on National Forest lands. BAER actions
include repairing road drainages (grading, culvert cleaning, installation of rolling
drainage dips, etc.), felling only imminent hazard trees along roads, and posting closure
signs along roads and trails. Hazard trees felled during fire suppression and BAER
activities were very limited in scope and consisted of only older dead, decomposed, and
structurally unsound trees along only the most frequented of roadways. Due to the
objectives of BAER activities and the scale of the fire impacted area, most of recently
fire-killed trees (snags) were considered to be structurally sound at the time of BAER and
were left standing. As snags along the roadways in burned areas are exposed to winter
rains, snow, and winds and subsequently deteriorate and decay, threats to human health
and safety substantially increase. While BAER activities mitigate many of the immediate
hazards, additional emergency actions are needed to address the remaining safety
concerns and to move the affected areas towards recovery.

Westside Fire Recovery Project

The Westside Fire Recovery project was developed in response to landscape-level
changes to forested habitat resulting from the 2014 wildfires on the Klamath National
Forest. Forest Service resource specialists began evaluating conditions in the project area
immediately following the fires. The BAER analyses provided resource assessments on
the fires’ effects on soils, watersheds, vegetation, and wildlife. Post-fire inventories of the
transportation system were conducted to obtain condition status. Field crews conducted
surveys on forested stands to collect data on stand mortality and timber salvage viability.
Soil burn severities and vegetation burn severities were mapped to determine the changed
post-fire conditions. The initial post-fire assessments were completed by the fall of 2014.
Resource specialists used this information to make recommendations to the responsible
official, Forest Supervisor Patricia Grantham, for developing the proposed action.

The Forest has prepared this draft EIS to analyze and disclose the effects of proposed
treatments included in the Westside Fire Recovery project. An EIS is required due to the
scope of the proposed treatments and the potential for significant impacts, especially to
the ESA-listed northern spotted owl and its critical habitat. The project’s purpose and
need is to address the following:

e There is a need for worker and public safety and access.
e There is a need for safe conditions for firefighters performing fire suppression
for community protection.
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e There is a need for a project that is economically viable®, meeting project
objectives and benefitting our local communities.
e There is a need for restored and fire-resilient forested ecosystems.

See the purpose and need section of this chapter for a detailed description of the purpose
and need.

The project area comprises 218,600 total acres, including 187,100 acres of National
Forest System land and 31,500 acres of private land. It is divided into three subparts:
project area A (Beaver Fire), project area B (Happy Camp Complex), and project area C
(Whites Fire of the July Complex). See the vicinity map (appendix A). The boundary was
extended beyond the fire perimeters in order to incorporate hazardous fuel reduction
treatments and fire breaks within one-quarter mile of private property structures. See
chapter 2 for a description of the proposed action and its alternatives.

Table 1-3: Acres burned within the project area on private and National Forest System lands by fire
area.

Project Fire Forest Service Private Lands within | Total Acres within
Area Project Area (acres) Project Area (acres) Project Area
A Beaver Fire 19,000 24,800 43,800
B Happy Camp 127,000 5,400 132,400
Complex
c Whites Fire 41,100 1,300 42,400
Total Project Area (acres) 187,100 31,500 218,600

Table 1-4: General location by project area

Project | Fire Legal Location Elevation | Watershed (5th Field)
Area Township (T), Range (R), and Range
Section (S) (Feet)
A Beaver Mt.Diablo: T46N R8W S 2-7, 9-11; 1,700- Beaver Creek, Horse Creek-
Fire T46N R9W S1-13,18; T46N R10W 6,300 Klamath River, Humbug
S1-3,10-15;T47N R8W S4-10,15-22, Creek-Klamath River
27-35; T47N R9W S1, 9-17, 20-36;
T47N R10W S 25, 34-36

® The Forest Service needs to obtain the maximum commodity value from burned timber by offering a
sale while the wood is still marketable. Maximizing the commodity value of the timber provides the
agency a means for meeting project needs, such as implementation of restoration.




Westside Fire Recovery Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Project | Fire Legal Location Elevation | Watershed (5th Field)
Area Township (T), Range (R), and Range
Section (S) (Feet)
B Happy Humboldt: T14N R8E S 5, 8,17, 20; 1,100- Elk Creek7, Horse Creek-
Camp T15N R7E S 1, 2,12,13, 24;T15N R8E | 7,400 Klamath River, Indian
Complex S3-10,15-22, 27-28, 34; T16N R7E Creek,Lower Scott River,
S1, 2,10-15, 23-25, 35, 36; T16N R8E Seiad Creek-Klamath Rivers,
$6-10,15-22, 27-34 Thompson Creek-Klamath
Mt. Diablo: T43N R12W S2-11,14-20; River, Ukonom Creek-
T44N R10W S6; T44N R11W S1-11, Klamath River

15-22, 28-30;T44N R12W S1-35;
T45N R10W S5-9,16-21, 28-32; T45N
R11W S1-36; T45N R12W S1-36;
T46N R10W S31-32; T46N R11W S
16-22, 26-36; T46N R12W S 10-
11,13-16, 20-36

C Whites Mt.Diablo: T39N R10W S 1-11,17-18; | 2,200- French Creek-Scott River,
Fire T39N R11W S 1-3,10-15; T40N R8W 8,000 North Fork Salmon Riverg,
S 6-7,18-19,30; T40N R10W S 2-36; South Fork Salmon River™
T40N R11W S 1-4, 9-16, 21-28, 33-
36; T41N R10W S 8-22, 27-35; T41N
R11W S 24-25,33-36

Management Direction

Direction for this project comes from the Klamath National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (Forest Plan) of 1995, as amended; the Forest Plan incorporates
direction from the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl
(Northwest Forest Plan). Other statutes, regulations, plans and policies that provide
management direction for this project include, but are not limited to, the Endangered
Species Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air
Act, Recovery Plans for northern spotted owls and Coho Salmon, as well as Forest
Service directives. The project is designed to be consistent with all applicable laws,
policies and plans, and to consider information in guidance documents such as Watershed
Analysis, the National Fire Plan, and Forest Fire Management Plan.

Key direction for this project comes from the Forest Plan’s forest-wide standards and
guidelines, and those specific to management areas that are found within the project area,
as described in Table 1-5. This project includes design features listed in chapter 2 that
were developed to reduce impacts to resources and to meet the standards and guidelines
of the Forest Plan. For further information pertaining to meeting the requirements of the
Forest Plan, please see the Forest Plan Consistency Checklist, available in the project
record.

7 Key Watershed from the Forest Plan

® The Grider Creek 6th field portion of this 5th field watershed is identified as a Key Watershed in the
Forest Plan

? Key Watershed from the Forest Plan

10 Key Watershed from the Forest Plan
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Much of the project lies within the wildland urban interface (WUI) Community Threat
Zone as described in the Forest Fire Management Plan. There are two federally-listed
threatened species in the project area: northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina)
and Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) and one species proposed for listing, the
Pacific fisher (Martes pennanti pacifica). Within the project area, there is U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service-designated critical habitat for northern spotted owl (USDI Fish and
Wildlife Service, 2012), and National Marine Fisheries Service-designated critical habitat
for Coho Salmon (May 5, 1999, 64 FR 24049). The project is designed to be consistent
with the Recovery Plans for both species. The project is located within the North and
South Fork Salmon River, Elk Creek, and the Grider section of the Seiad Creek-Klamath
River key watersheds; management direction for key watersheds in the Forest Plan (pages
4-25 through 4-26) applies to activities in the project.

The 1995 Forest Plan includes standards and guidelines from the Northwest Forest Plan.
The Forest Plan provides forest-wide and management area direction for project-level
projects. The project is designed to be consistent with all applicable law, regulation,
policy, and direction. Management areas within the project area are described in Table
1-5.
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Table 1-5: Notable Forest Plan management area goals for management areas found within the project boundaryll

Designated Wild River™

Management Areas (MA) Pages in Notable Forest Plan Goals
Forest Plan
MAL1- Research Natural Area™ 4-67 to 4-69 Not applicable
MAZ2- Wilderness 4-70 to 4-75 Not applicable
MA3- Recommend and 4-78 to 4-79 Ecological processes shall shape the vegetative patterns within the management area. The salvage of dead

trees, or the reforestation of these areas following catastrophes, should not be permitted. Schedule no timber
harvest from this management area (pp. 4-78 to 4-79).

MA12- Recommended and
Designated Scenic River

4-117 to 4-119

A wide range of silvicultural treatments may be used to meet Scenic River objectives. Salvage of trees killed
by wildland fire, pest infestations or other natural processes is permitted consistent with area resource
management goals. Salvage and reforestation efforts are a moderate priority. Minimize the loss of timber
value where possible (pg. 4-119).

MA13- Recommended and
Designated Recreational River

4-120 to 4-122

Lands may be managed for a full range of silvicultural uses, to the extent currently practiced. Timber
harvesting would be allowed under standard restrictions to protect the immediate river environment, water
quality, scenic, fish and wildlife and other values. Schedule moderate timber yields, compatible with area
goals (pg. 4-122)

MA 5- Special Habitat:

Late Successional Reserves 4-82 to 4-89; Conditions of late-successional forest ecosystems are enhanced to serve as habitat for late-successional
(LSRs) 4-92 to 4-93; species. Continuous areas of multi-layered forests with high quality habitat characteristics and attributes are
Falcon and Eagle 4-90 to 4-92 common (pg. 4-83). Vegetation removal to eliminate public hazards and salvage are permitted if it benefits
habitat (pp. 41 and 4-93).
MA7-Special Interest Area 4-97 to 4-100 Salvage of burned or pest-killed trees may be allowed to promote the management goals and objectives of

the SIA. Reforestation of these areas to meet SIA objectives shall be a high priority (pg. 4-99).

MA10-Riparian Reserves™

4-106 to 4-114

Fall roadside safety hazard trees. Allow the removal of these trees where woody debris requirements are met
(pg. 4-113).

Objective (VQO)

MA 11- Retention Visual Quality

4-115to 4-116

Salvage of trees killed by wildland fire, pest infestation or other natural processes is permitted consistent with
area goals (pg. 4-116)

MA 15- Partial Retention VQO

4-126 to 4-127

An attractive, forested landscape is provided and is maintained for a sustained yield of wood products in
areas capable, available, and suitable for timber production. Forested stands are resilient to wildland fire,
insect, disease, and other damage (pg. 4-126).

MA 17- General Forest

4-131 to 4-132

A programmed flow of timber is provided, which is sustainable through time. Conifer stocking levels and high
growth rates are maintained commensurate with the capability of the site to produce wood fiber. Forested
stands are resilient to wildland fire, insect, disease, and other damage (pg. 4-131).

! See the Forest Plan consistency checklist in the project record for detailed information about project consistency by applicable standard and guideline.

2 All of MA1 overlaps MA2.

B All of MA3 overlaps with MA2 with exception of about 40 acres.

1 Riparian reserves overlap with most other management areas. No treatment is proposed within riparian reserves, except roadside hazard treatment and

within one-quarter mile of private property structures.
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Purpose and Need for Action

There is a need to close the gap between the existing and desired condition (Table 1-6),
while protecting forest resources within the project area.

There is a need for worker and public safety and access.

Fire-Kkilled trees (i.e. snags) are often unstable and at risk for falling or snapping off. As
snags in burned areas are exposed to winter rains, snow, and winds and subsequently
deteriorate and decay, risk to human health and safety substantially increase. Snags need
to be addressed in order to minimize unnecessary safety hazards for the public who
recreate in the area. Safety for forest workers also needs to be provided. Forest workers
will work within the burned areas in the years to come accomplishing reforestation, fuels
reduction, and other resource management activities. Hazard trees also threaten public
and worker access along miles of roads. It is also imperative that infrastructure,
especially utility lines, roads, trailheads, campgrounds, fire lookouts, and bridges are
maintained for use by the public and workers.

Proposed activities to address this component of the purpose and need include:

e Salvage harvest of fire-killed trees in selected areas.

e Salvage of fire-killed and other hazard trees along roadways and near
infrastructure.

e Removal of roadside hazard trees to maintain current and future safe ingress and
egress from the forest.

There is a need for safe conditions for firefighters performing fire suppression for
community protection.

As snags continue to decay, break, and fall, surface fuel loading and the severity and
intensity of future fires will increase. Increased fire intensities and fallen snags will
inhibit the effective control of future fires and/or put fire suppression crews at increased
risk. Fallen hazard trees will also impact road access along miles of roadways, impairing
fire suppression efforts. Local communities and residential enclaves are nestled within
and adjacent to forests in a fire-adapted ecosystem. Hazardous trees and fuels conditions
need to be abated, where they exist within the wildland urban interface, especially within
one-quarter mile of private property in burned areas and other strategic areas in order to
have better conditions for suppressing future fires and protecting lives and property of
our local communities.

Proposed activities to address this component of the purpose and need include:

e Salvage harvest of fire-killed trees in selected areas.

e Salvage of fire-killed and other hazard trees along roadways and near
infrastructure.

e Removal of roadside hazard trees to maintain current and future safe ingress and
egress from the forest.

o Creation of shaded fuel breaks on selected strategic ridgetops to facilitate future
fire suppression efforts.

e Fuels reduction by piling and burning fuels, mastication of fuels, and
underburning within the wildland urban interface and other strategic areas.
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e Planting in certain areas also improves fuel conditions by promoting forested
conditions over brush field conditions, which improves future fuels conditions
and fire control.

There is a need for a project that is economically viable, meeting project objectives
and benefiting our local communities.

The Forest Plan directs the Forest to harvest dead or dying trees for the production of
wood products, as consistent with Forest goals. Because of decay, dead timber loses
significant commodity value if left standing too long and is most profitable if harvested
as soon as possible. For this reason, it is important to offer timber sales while the wood is
still marketable. Capturing the marketability of the fire-killed trees and hazard trees
provides the agency a viable means of fully implementing the project and funding
restoration, including reforestation for future wildlife habitat and the improvement of
watershed conditions for fish habitat. Otherwise, the Forest Service will need to use
appropriated dollars to remove only the snags and hazard trees most critical for public
and worker safety and access. Much of the proposed project will not happen if
appropriated dollars are the only funding mechanism. Capturing the maximum economic
value of the salvaged timber also benefits Siskiyou County and the surrounding
communities by maintaining and/or creating jobs in forest management and providing
timber to the local mills which are major employers of these rural communities.

Proposed activities to address this component of the purpose and need include:

e Salvage harvest of fire-killed trees in selected areas.
e Salvage of fire-killed and other hazard trees along roadways and near
infrastructure.

There is a need for restored and fire-resilient forested ecosystems.

Wildfires provide some benefits to forest ecosystems such as snag and downed wood
creation and short-term fuels reduction in areas of low intensity burns. However,
intensely burned forested areas may be slow to recover and heavy fuel loading will result
from fallen snags. Following a high severity wildfire, heavy fuel loading predisposes an
area to higher intensity and higher severity wildfires in the future. Such fires inhibit forest
stand regeneration and result in stand type changes to brush or other non-forested
vegetation types, delaying these lands from reaching the desired conditions of the Forest
Plan or providing for future forested wildlife habitat per Forest Plan goals and direction.
High intensity fires also put remaining wildlife habitat at risk of future loss. By reducing
fuels created by the 2014 fires and replanting selected areas, the likelihood and speed by
which burned, forested areas are restored is increased. This results in a more fire-resilient
forested ecosystem for the benefit of wildlife habitat and watershed conditions.

Activities to address this need include:

e Salvage harvest of fire-killed trees in selected areas to prevent high fuel loads
from fire-killed trees in the future.

e Fuels reduction by piling and burning fuels, mastication of fuels, and
underburning within the wildland urban interface and other strategic areas.

e Replanting of burned areas with an appropriate species mix and spacing for the
site.
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e Retention of clumps of snags within treatment areas to ensure that habitat for
snag-dependent species is retained.
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Table 1-6: Existing and Desired Conditions

Statement of Need

Existing Condition

Desired condition

Worker and public
safety and access

Infrastructure, including utility lines, roads, bridges, trailheads,
campgrounds, and fire lookouts within the project area, are
surrounded by fire-killed and damaged trees and preexisting
danger trees that pose a hazard to the public and Forest workers
and restrict access.

As snags in burned areas are exposed to winter rains, snow, and

winds and subsequently deteriorate and decay, risk to human
health and safety substantially increase.

Public and forest worker access to public lands along all
roadways and trailheads are unimpeded to the extent possible.

Hazards from falling danger trees are mitigated to the extent
possible, especially nearby roadways and other infrastructure.

Salvage harvest areas have reduced amounts of snags,
providing for improved safety conditions for forest workers.

Safe conditions for
firefighters
performing fire
suppression for
community
protection

Within the wildland urban interface, local communities and
residential enclaves are nestled within and adjacent to forests in
a fire-adapted ecosystem.

As snags continue to decay, break, and fall, surface fuel loading
and the severity and intensity of future fires will increase.
Increased fire intensities and fallen snags inhibit the effective
control of future fires and/or put fire suppression crews at
increased risk.

Progressively increasing fuel loadings where potential flame
lengths are projected to exceed four feet. Flame lengths over
four feet are resistant to fire suppression tactics.

Fallen hazard trees impact road access along miles of roadways,
impairing fire suppression efforts.

Hazardous trees and fuels conditions are abated within the
wildland urban interface, especially within one-quarter mile of
private property structures. Fuel loading is reduced within
strategic areas. Fuel breaks are created and maintained for
community protection.

Probability of future high-intensity wildfires is reduced. Fuel
loadings commensurate with surface flame lengths of less than
four feet (should the area burn again).

Hazards from falling snags are mitigated to the extent possible,
improving access for fire suppression and community protection.

Risk and effectiveness of fire suppression is improved due to fire
breaks, reduced fuel loading, reduced snags, and unimpeded
access.

A project that is
economically viable

The estimated volume and economic value of the timber is not
yet captured.

The project is not yet implemented and the benefits of improved
safety, access, fuels conditions for fire suppression and
community protect, and restored and fire-resilient forested
ecosystems have not been achieved.

Jobs for the local community have yet to be created.

Dead or dying trees are harvested to produce wood products as
consistent with Forest goals. (Forest Plan, pages 4-131-132 and
4-49)

The timber sale and receipts are used to fund project
implementation and restoration work, including fuels reduction,
reforestation for future wildlife habitat, and the improvement of
watershed conditions for fish habitat.

Private industry jobs in the forest management sector of the
county will be created and/or maintained.
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Statement of Need

Existing Condition

Desired condition

Restored and fire-
resilient forested
ecosystems

Within the wildland urban interface, local communities and
residential enclaves are nestled within and adjacent to forests in
a fire-adapted ecosystem.

Approximately 27% of the fire areas exhibit high vegetation burn
severity (75-100% vegetative canopy killed) effects. Most trees
within high severity burn areas are expected to die.

Approximately 6% of the fire areas burned with moderate
severity (50-75% vegetative canopy killed), and a substantial
portion of those trees have been killed by fire, and surviving
trees are expected to experience high mortality due to fire injury,
insects, and the effects of prolonged drought.

Progressively increasing fuel loadings where potential flame
lengths are projected to exceed four feet. Flame lengths over
four feet are resistant to fire suppression tactics.

A substantial amount of long-term wildlife habitat was lost as a
result of the 2014 fire season, including an estimated 31,000
acres of northern spotted owl (a federally listed species under
ESA) habitat and an estimated 47,000 acres of Pacific fisher (a
candidate for listing under ESA) habitat.

Progressively increasing fuel loadings where potential flame
lengths are projected to exceed four feet. Flame lengths over
four feet are resistant to fire suppression tactics.

Large portions of late successional reserves and habitat burned
with high severity fire.

Extensive portions of the Klamath River, Scott River and Salmon
River watersheds burned. Tributary drainages in these
watersheds were affected.

The long-term desired future condition for the project area is a
healthy forested landscape with diverse ecosystem conditions
reflective of historic vegetation and the ecological capability of
the landscape. This includes some natural openings and native
browse species vegetation within a largely continuous conifer-
dominated landscape. To the extent possible, fire will play a
natural role in the ecosystem. However, the desired condition will
also include reduced risk of high intensity fire within the wildland
urban interface.

Fuel loadings commensurate with project surface flame lengths
of less than four feet.

Within late successional reserves, in the short term, clumps of
leave snags will provide post-fire habitat components for a
variety of wildlife species. In the long term, a conifer overstory
with some understory vegetation components will provide forage
and cover for wildlife species. The probability of the loss of
remaining or future wildlife habitat from high severity wildfire is
reduced.

In the long term, fire-resilient forested ecosystems experience
less high severity fires, lessening impacts to watershed
conditions from future fires.
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Proposed Action

After scoping, the project area was adjusted based on more accurate information
following field review of the three project areas. After refining the project area boundary
since scoping about 62,400 acres will now be considered for treatment with some overlap
of treatments limiting the footprint of the project to about 50,900 acres. After scoping, the
proposed action was refined to respond to scoping comments and internal issues.

The Westside Fire Recovery project, as described in the scoping notice for the project
issued in September 2014, included four overlapping types of treatment: (1) salvage; (2)
roadside hazard treatments; (3) hazardous fuel treatments; and (4) site preparation,
planting, and release. In addition to the above treatments, the proposed action, as scoped,
included access for treatment along 506 miles of National Forest System roads and 172
miles of state and county roads.

See project website http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project_exp.php?project=45579 for a
description of the proposed action as scoped.

The following modifications or clarifications were made following scoping:

e Acres were adjusted after further field review. Alternative 2 includes four overlapping
treatments: (1) 11,700 acres of salvage units'®; (2) 650 miles of roadside hazard
reduction; (3) 22,900 acres of hazardous fuel treatments; and (4) 7,900 acres of site
preparation, planting, and release in existing plantations and seedling/sapling natural
stands that burned. All salvage harvest units (11,700 acres) will also be site prepped
and replanted with appropriate species. In addition to the above treatments,
Alternative 2 would use 562 miles of National Forest System, state, and county roads,
reopen 9.0 miles of previously decommissioned roads, use 9.9 miles of existing
temporary roadbeds and construct 3.6 miles of new temporary roads within the
project area.

e Consideration for treatment for the salvage harvest treatment units used the following
criteria:

1. Areas of moderate to high severity vegetation mortality with more than ten
contiguous acres of medium to high severity vegetation mortality and less than 40
percent crown closure;

2. Areas determined to be feasible in terms of logging systems, accessibility, and
economics; and

3. Units outside of northern spotted owl activity center core areas where the home
range contained a minimum threshold of 700 acres of nesting/roosting and
foraging habitat and more than 50% nesting, roosting and foraging habitat in the
core area was intact.

e Salvage harvest treatment will identify trees for harvest using the Report #R0O-11-01
“Marking Guidelines for Fire-Injured Trees in California” (Smith & Cluck, 2011).

1> Treatment in salvage harvest units is limited to moderate to high severity areas (>50% mortality) outside
of riparian reserves. An estimated 6,800 acres of fire-killed trees would actually be removed. See chapter 2
for a complete description of harvest units.
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These guidelines are peer-reviewed scientific literature used to evaluate tree species
in northern California for mortality. Trees considered for salvage harvest removal
include merchantable timber defined as trees greater than 14 inches in diameter. Fire-
damaged green trees with a 70 percent or higher probability of mortality in the next
three to five years were included in the salvage harvest proposal. These treatments
will be accomplished by a combination of ground-based, skyline, and helicopter
logging systems.

e Roadside hazard reduction (removal of fire-killed trees) is proposed within 250 feet
on either side of selected roads to address hazards. A hazard, or danger, tree is
defined as a standing tree that presents a hazard to people due to conditions such as
deterioration of or damage to the root system, trunk, stem, or limbs or the direction or
lean of the tree (29 CFR 1910.266(c); FSH 6709.11, glossary). Because of slope, a
few fire-killed trees farther than 250 feet from a road may still present a hazard to the
road and thus need to be treated, but the majority of hazard trees will be within the
250-foot buffer. Roadside hazard treatments will include the use of ground-based,
skyline, and helicopter logging systems. Acres used for analysis were calculated
using all fire severity classes within a 200 foot buffer on either side of affected
roads™®. GIS was used to narrow down the amount of acres of roadside hazard
considered for hazard tree removal. Approximately 20,500 acres would be considered
for roadside hazard reduction on 650 miles of roads. Of those 20,500 acres,
approximately 16,600 acres are coniferous forest; 660 acres are hardwood forest and
about 3,250 are shrubs and brush or are not vegetated. For conifer and mixed conifer
forests, diameter ranges were broken into three categories: (1) up to ten inches (6,200
acres), (2) ten to 20 inches (4,700 acres), and (3) greater than 20 inches in diameter at
breast height (5,700 acres). Of the hardwood stands (660 acres) 630 acres were with
tree diameters less than 20 inches; approximately 30 acres were with tree diameters
greater than 20 inches.

e For roadside hazard removal, fire-damaged green trees with a 60 percent or higher
probability of mortality within the next three to five years were included in the
salvage harvest proposal. Actual distance of roadside hazard treatments may vary
based on the Regional Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities and Roads
in the Pacific Southwest Region (Angwin et al. 2012).

e Hazardous fuel treatment areas were considered based on the following criteria:

1. 200 feet on either side of selected Forest roads (including maintenance level 1
roads), prioritized based on volume of road use, evacuation routes, and ridge-top
roads used for suppression efforts.

2. 250 feet on either side of historically-significant ridgelines for fire suppression
efforts.

3. Areas determined feasible in terms of slope, accessibility, existing fuels
conditions, and logical holding features (i.e. roads, streams, and ridges).

'® Hazard tree removal is proposed within 250 feet on either side of selected roads. Topographic breaks
and unstocked areas without hazard trees will reduce the actual treated acres. For the purposes of
analysis, a 200 foot buffer was used to estimate the acres where treatment may occur.
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Hazardous fuels treatments include wildland urban interface, fuels management
zones, roadside fuels, prescribed burn, and site-preparation. The following are
summarized descriptions of each treatment type.

1.

Wildland Urban Interface: combination of mechanical and hand work. Removing
standing dead trees 12 inches or less in diameter at breast height and other
understory vegetation in order to reduce fire behavior activity, specifically
reduced flame length and intensity and reduced potential for crown fire activity.
Fuels Management Zones: maintain existing strategic ridge systems used to
contain the 2014 fires as well as historic fire lines from previous large fires within
the project area. Treatments will include removing all dead vegetation and live
understory vegetation along with live conifer trees less than 12 inches in diameter
at breast height. Pruning retained conifers up to seven feet high within these zones
will increase canopy base height and reduce the potential for crown fire initiation.
Activity-generated fuels will be disposed of by a variety of methods to meet
desired conditions.

Roadside Fuels Treatments: same as above, but along roadsides identified as
strategic for fuels reduction and in hazard tree removal areas to decrease the
amount of activity-generated fuels.

Prescribed Burn: use existing control lines established in recent large fires within
the project area. Line construction activities will occur around the perimeter of the
fire and will include using dozers to re-scrape control lines to mineral soil; where
control lines are inaccessible for equipment, handline construction to mineral soil
will occur. Removal of understory vegetation along control lines will include
cutting brush and conifer trees less than 12 inches in diameter to facilitate holding
operations during prescribed fire implementation.

Site-Preparation: this treatment will work in coordination with the site-
preparation, planting, and release treatment proposed below and will reduce
existing fuels while increasing the likelihood that newly planted vegetation will
successfully regenerate. This treatment includes maintenance which will include
thinning of understory vegetation and piling of surface fuels to maintain desired
fuel conditions.

The description of criteria considered to determine priority site preparation and
planting was modified for clarification.

Site preparation, planting, and release treatments include treatment in plantations,
natural stands (non-salvage harvested), and salvage harvest stands. The following is a
summary of each treatments:

1.

Site preparation will include yarding, mastication, windrowing, and piling of dead
material generally up to 16 inches in diameter. In some areas trees larger than 16
inches will be treated in order to reduce hazards to workers, the public, and reduce
fuel loading to achieve flame lengths of less than four feet over the next 20 years.
Hand treatments will include the cutting and piling of dead fuels up to ten inches
in diameter.

Reforestation will be by hand methods, using either bare root or container stock.
Hand planting will increase the likelihood for survival and provide for the desired
spatial variability within treatment units and across the project area. Tree species
used for planting will include Douglas-fir, sugar pine, ponderosa pine, incense
cedar, white fir, and red fir. A mosaic distribution will be achieved over time due
to the spatial variability achieved by the planters’ micro-site selection. An average
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of 130 to 300 trees per acre will be planted to achieve acceptable levels of
stocking, depending on the site conditions.

3. Release includes manually removing all vegetation within a minimum of a five-
foot radius from a planted or naturally regenerated conifer seedling.

e Riparian reserves within the plantation site-preparation and planting units in the
Whites Fire and Happy Camp Complex will be treated to achieve ground cover and
allow for natural regeneration of vegetation. Treatment will be focused in areas of
high and moderate vegetation mortality and where the overhead hazards can be
mitigated without equipment entry into the riparian reserves. Treatment will include
hand-work only (no ground-based equipment) and lop-and-scatter or other fuels
reduction will be implemented if fuel loading is above seven tons per acre; fuels may
be hand-piled or windrowed and burned.

e Landing size will be commensurate with operational safety, using existing landings
where possible. Helicopter landings will be up to two acres in size. Skyline landings
will utilize roads wherever possible; new skyline landings off the road system, and
ground-based landings, will average one acre in size but will not be larger than 1.5
acres in size.

e Legacy sediment sites were identified since scoping and will be scheduled for
treatment in compliance with the Clean Water Act as a condition of the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board waiver of waste discharge requirements
(Order No. R1-2010-0029).

Decision Framework

The responsible official for this project is Patricia A. Grantham, Forest Supervisor. This
environmental impact statement is not a decision document; it discloses the
environmental consequences of implementing the no action alternative or an action
alternative. The environmental impact statement also aids the responsible official in
determining whether the effects disclosed will have a significant effect on the
environment. After analyzing and responding to public comment, the responsible official
will make a decision and issue a Record of Decision.

Within the Record of Decision, the responsible official will determine whether to
implement the proposed action, an alternative to the proposed action, or choose no action
at this time. The final decision will be based on the information in this document and the
supporting information contained in the project record, consideration of public
comments, how well the selected alternative meets the purpose and need for the project,
and whether the selected alternative complies with agency policy, applicable state and
federal laws, and Forest Plan direction.

Emergency Situation Determination

In order to facilitate implementation of the project, the Forest is seeking an Emergency
Situation Determination pursuant to 36 CFR 218.21. Under 36 CFR 218.21(d), a
proposed action is not subject to the pre-decisional objection process if the Chief or
Associate Chief of the Forest Service determines that an emergency situation exists with
respect to all or part of the proposed action or activity. 36 CFR 218.21(b) defines an
emergency situation as:
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a situation on National Forest System (NFS) lands for which immediate
implementation of a decision is necessary to achieve one or more of the
following: relief from hazards threatening human health and safety;
mitigation of threats to natural resources on NFS or adjacent lands;
avoiding a loss of commodity value sufficient to jeopardize the agency’s
ability to accomplish project objectives directly related to resource
protection or restoration.

Alternative Arrangements

In order to facilitate implementation of this project, the Forest Service requested and
received alternative arrangements with the Council on Environmental Quality pursuant to
40 CFR 1506.11, which states:

Where emergency circumstances make it necessary to take an action with
significant environmental impact without observing the provisions of these
regulations, the Federal agency taking the action should consult with the
Council about alternative arrangements.

The Forest Service received alternative arrangements that shortened the 45-day comment
period requirement for the draft EIS by 15 days, resulting in a 30 day comment period
(40 CFR 1506.10(c)).

The Forest Service is also requesting alternative arrangements with the Council on
Environmental Quality to:

e Eliminate the 90-day requirement between the notice of availability of the draft
EIS and the Record of Decision (1506.10(b)(1)) and

e Eliminate the 30-day wait period between the final EIS and the Record of
Decision (40 CFR 1506.10(b)(2)).

Public Involvement

Pre-Scoping

The Forest Service conducted robust public engagement throughout the summer while
the fires were active and during suppression repair, and burned area emergency response
(BAER) activities. During the summer, members of the community expressed interest in
suppression and related repair activity and in the next steps of fire recovery proposed in
the Westside Fire Recovery project. The agency’s public engagement efforts that began
this summer during the fires are being used as a platform on which to continue public
engagement efforts and interest related to Westside Fire Recovery project. Prior to
scoping the Forest Service:

e conducted 34 public meetings during fire operations to explain operations,
extent, and impacts of wildland fires on the forest;

e delivered 200 press releases in local and internet media to give updates and
conditions on fire and suppression activity, also conducting multiple radio and
television interviews during fire suppression activities; and,

e posted to social media (i.e. Facebook) throughout suppression activities, reaching
about 50,000 unique users at the height of activity.
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Following the fires, the Forest conducted eight BAER meetings in the affected
communities. In mid-November, the Forest is conducted eight community-based after
action reviews and after action reviews with other agency and community cooperatives to
gather public feedback on the fire suppression efforts and encourage participation in the
Westside Fire Recovery project.

Scoping

The project was first published to the Schedule of Proposed Actions and the Forest
website on October 1, 2014. On October 8, 2014 scoping letters were sent to interested
and affected parties, including other public agencies, tribes, adjacent property owners,
and interested groups and individuals.

A Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Westside Fire
Recovery project was published in the Federal Register on October 15, 2015. The notice
asked that comments on the proposed action be received within 30 days following
publication in the Federal Register. On October 14, 2014 a legal notice of scoping was
published in the Siskiyou Daily News, beginning the formal scoping process that guides
the development of the draft EIS. Comments received by November 14, 2014 were
considered in identifying issues and project development.

The Forest is using news releases and social media to inform broader audiences. The
Forest has created a project website'’ to provide an independent electronic news outlet, as
well as the standard legal notices and public notifications to meet the requirements of the
NEPA. Field trips and public open house meetings in the local communities of Yreka,
Fort Jones, Scott Bar, Sawyers Bar, Happy Camp, Klamath River, and Seiad have
occurred and will continue to be used to inform, consult, and involve interested parties in
an interactive, in-person manner. These efforts will also help us gauge public
understanding and perception of the project. The Forest Service has also met with
representatives of the timber industry regarding this project in order to gauge industry
interest and capacity for salvage harvest using commercial timber sales.

The Forest Service first briefed the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors October 21,
2014 to present Westside Fire Recovery proposal and take comments. The comments
received as a result of public scoping are summarized in appendix C. The
interdisciplinary team met and reviewed the scoping responses the week of December 15,
2014 to formulate issues concerning the proposed action.

Beyond the Forest’s typical means of outreach, the Westside Fire Recovery project has
also inspired the creation of two local collaborative groups:

= OnJanuary 6, 2015, the Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors unanimously
approved the formation of a Citizens’ Advisory Committee, charged with
developing consensus recommendations for the Board to consider in responding
to federal and state agencies on a variety of topics, including the Westside Fire

Y http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project_exp.php?project=45579
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Recovery project. An objective of the Board is to have the committee represent a
broad spectrum of interests within Siskiyou County.

The locally-based National Institute for the Elimination of Catastrophic Wildfire
is forming a diverse citizens’ collaborative group to address the Westside Fire
Recovery project. The group (“The Westside Klamath Steering Committee”) will
be composed of Siskiyou County residents representing a wide range of interests
who reflect the social and economic diversity within the affected area. The
purpose of the group is to generate, through a collaborative process, consensus
recommendations to the Forest Service, Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors,
the California State Legislature, the Governor’s Office, and the California
Congressional Delegation regarding treatments for the Westside Fire Recovery
project.

The two groups are not expected to compete with one another, but, rather, to complement
each other in representing the views of Siskiyou County residents. It is anticipated that
both collaborative groups will:

= serve as advocates for actions regarding the recovery and restoration of the
Westside Fire Recovery project area that are reflective of, and responsive to,
the needs of the residents of Siskiyou County;

= help evaluate the draft EIS; and

= suggest guidance for finding balance between protecting resources (such as
wildlife, fisheries, and water quality) and protecting human life and safety,
public infrastructure, private property, and communities.

Public Engagement in Support of Alterative Arrangements

The Forest Service and the Council on Environmental Quality considers the Westside
Fire Recovery project to be an emergency action subject to the provisions of National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulation 40 CFR 1506.11 Emergencies, which

states:

Where emergency circumstances make it necessary to take an action with
significant environmental impact without observing the provisions of these
regulations, the Federal agency taking the action should consult with the
Council about alternative arrangements. Agencies and the Council will
limit such arrangements to actions necessary to control the immediate
impacts of the emergency. Other actions remain subject to NEPA review.

In order to facilitate implementation of this project, the Forest Service requested and
received alternative arrangements with the Council on Environmental Quality pursuant to
40 CFR 1506.11, which states:

Where emergency circumstances make it necessary to take an action with
significant environmental impact without observing the provisions of these
regulations, the Federal agency taking the action should consult with the
Council about alternative arrangements.
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The Forest Service received alternative arrangements that shortened the 45-day comment
period requirement for the draft EIS by 15 days, resulting in a 30 day comment period
(40 CFR 1506.10(c)).

The Forest Service is also requesting alternative arrangements with the Council on
Environmental Quality to:

e Eliminate the 90-day requirement between the notice of availability of the draft
EIS and the Record of Decision (1506.10(b)(1)) and

e Eliminate the 30-day wait period between the final EIS and the Record of
Decision (40 CFR 1506.10(b)(2)).

The purpose for requesting alternative arrangements is to shorten the time required to
publish a Record of Decision for the project so that salvage of fire-killed trees can begin
as early in the summer of 2015 as possible. Fire-killed trees lose value rapidly. Delays in
offering fire-killed trees for sale will reduce the marketability of the trees, and reduce the
receipts received by the federal government from their sale. This will in turn reduce the
ability of the Forest Service to accomplish other fire recovery actions which are
dependent on receipts from the sale of the fire-killed trees. Leveraging the timber sales
would provide for the removal of roadside hazard trees and snags within areas planned
for reforestation or hazardous fuels reduction. Timber sale receipts would also allow for
the quick and efficient reduction of hazardous fuels and protection of infrastructure,
which would in turn reduce the intensity of future fires and provide for the safety of the
public and forest workers. Timber sale receipts will fund reforestation work that is critical
for restoration of watershed conditions for fish habitat and the creation of future wildlife
habitat for the federally-listed northern spotted owl and other important wildlife species.
In addition, capturing the maximum economic value of the salvaged timber would benefit
the local counties and communities’ economies.

Since the Forest Service is pursuing alternative arrangements to allow compressed time
schedules for public review and comment, the Klamath National Forest has elected to
conduct preliminary open houses and presentations to interest groups and governmental
entities to share information with the public in advance of publication of the draft EIS.

It is the intent of the Forest Service that these preliminary open houses and presentations
provide information for the public so that when the draft EIS is published, interested
parties will be prepared to make informed comments on the proposed action and
alternatives within the compressed time frame provided by alternative arrangements.

The Forest Service offered open houses prior to the release of the draft EIS as follows:

e Friday, January 30, 2015, 1800-2000 hours, Klamath National Forest
Headquarters, Yreka, CA

e Saturday. January 31, 2015 1200 to 1400 hours, Fort Jones Community Center,
Ft. Jones, CA

e Tuesday, February 3, 2015, 1800-2000 hours, Klamath River Community
Center, Klamath River, CA

e Wednesday, February 4, 2015 1800 to 2000 hours, Karuk Senior Nutrition
Center, Happy Camp, CA

e Friday. February 6, 2015, 1530 to 1730 hours, Salmon River Restoration
Building, Sawyers Bar, CA

22



Westside Fire Recovery Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

e Friday, February 13, 2015, 1800 to 2000 hours, Seiad Valley Volunteer Fire
Department, Seiad, CA

Presentations of preliminary information to interested parties or local governmental
entities prior to the release of the draft EIS were as follows:

e Monday, January 26, 2015, Timber Industry Field Trip, Happy Camp Complex
area;

e Tuesday, January 13, Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors, Yreka, CA;

e Thursday February 5, 0645 to 0800 hours, Rotary Club of Etna, Etna, CA;

e Monday, February 23, The Westside Klamath Steering Group, associated with
the National Institute for the Elimination of Catastrophic Wildfire, Northern
California Resource Center, Fort Jones, CA;

e Wednesday, February 25, Happy Camp Fire Safe Council ; and

e Saturday, March 7, Siskiyou County Fire Chiefs Association, March 7, 1530-
1730 hours, Forest Headquarters, Yreka, CA.

The Forest Service will provide presentations to other groups, as requested.

Preliminary maps of the proposed action and alternatives were provided to the Karuk
Tribe and were also available for review by the public at the Scott River and the Happy
Camp — Oak Knoll Ranger Districts and on the Klamath National Forest website.
Preliminary maps of the proposed action were also provided to interested publics who
wished to review the project area in the field in advance of publication of the draft EIS.

Notification of the open houses was shared through the Forest’s Facebook page, public
website page notifications, and emailing more than 700 contacts including more than 30
media outlets (newspapers, broadcast and internet news sites) with the listing of venues
and their respective dates and times. Meetings with local interest groups such as the
Siskiyou County Fire Chiefs Association were scheduled with those groups at their
request.

While less formal than public meetings, the open houses allowed for small group
discussions, which provided the Forest with perspectives and insights into the opinions,
local knowledge and values of the communities. At each open house, line officers,
principle forest staff and members of the interdisciplinary team were available to answer
questions and provide information. Maps and descriptions of the preliminary proposed
action and alternatives were also provided. Members of the public were encouraged to
provide comments for the record on provided flip charts. These comments were
transcribed as closely to verbatim as possible and appear in appendix B. Attendance
ranged from four to five people at Klamath River to over twenty people at Sawyers Bar.

Attendance was largely from members of the local communities where the open houses
or presentations were held. At the Happy Camp open house, members of the Karuk Tribe
natural resources staff were present and participated in discussions with the Forest
Service in their personal capacities. At least one representative of an area environmental
interest group provided comments at the Happy Camp meeting.

Comments and Discussions:

The open houses provided the opportunity for members of the public to interact with
team members and decision makers as they craft this project. Interested participants took
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the opportunity to ask more in-depth questions regarding policy, procedure, timelines,
and opportunities to remark on the draft EIS. Many members of the public were
extremely knowledgeable and well informed on fire recovery and the potential effects of
various parts of the preliminary proposed action and alternatives. At each open house,
most notably at Sawyers Bar, there were a number of thoughtful and well-rounded
discussions of strategic fuel breaks, fuels reduction strategies, restoration actions and
other important questions.

There is broad consensus on post fire work on:

e roadside safety along main and important travel ways;

defensible space around private property;

strategic ridgetop fuel breaks; and

fuels reduction (so that fire can be reintroduced on the Forest, and that future
fires are less intense and less impacting on local communities and national forest
resources).

The question of salvage of fire-killed trees generated widely diverse views including:

e Salvage as a means of fuels reduction had strong support from some parties, but
less so from others.

e A common theme from supporters of salvage as a means to reduce fuels and
recover economic value was to maximize the amount salvaged. Several residents
of affected communities felt that an even more aggressive approach needed to be
taken with the removal of the burned timber to reduce future fuel loads. The need
to address the fuel loading that will increase over the next five to seven years in
the post-fire area was a major topic of concern especially in and around the
wildland urban interface communities. This particular subject area was an urgent
theme in areas that had been evacuated in the past or during the 2014 fire season.

e Many local attendees stressed that recovery of economic value was important,
particularly if it paid for future restoration, and that economic recovery should be
maximized.

e Some parties felt that fire-killed trees should only be salvaged if they presented a
safety hazard along main roads or posed a fuels risk to local communities, and
that burned areas should otherwise not be salvaged.

e Reforestation of fire damaged sites also raised many opinions and concerns:

e Nearly all commenters on this topic wanted to make sure that species selection
for reforestation was appropriate for the site in question, and that a mix of
species should be planted. Several commenters noted that hot, dry south slopes
and rocky sites that would not support coniferous forests should not be replanted
with conifers.

e Several commenters noted that any replanting needed to be widely spaced rather
than densely stocked plantations.

e Some commenters felt that planting trees was a poor investment in many cases,
and that most sites should be allowed to re-vegetate naturally.

Ongoing Collaborative Efforts

The Siskiyou County Board of Supervisors and the Westside Klamath Steering Group,
associated with the National Institute for the Elimination of Catastrophic Wildfire, have
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formed collaborative groups comprising residents of Siskiyou County and stakeholders
for the purpose of providing information and comment to the Forest Service in support of
the Westside Fire Recovery project EIS. The Westside Klamath Steering Group is a
collective within Siskiyou County with a vested interest in the Westside Fire Recovery
project’s positive balance between healthy forests, wildlife, fisheries, and community
protection. The group has expressed an interest in the restoration project, its impact on
the socioeconomic issues, its progression and hopes to inform the Forest on the perceived
priorities of the communities as they relate to the project. A particular interest of the
Westside Steering Group is the long-term impact of the fire on potential timber receipts
to Siskiyou County. The collaborative group authorized by Siskiyou County had not yet
convened as of the publication of the draft EIS.

With publication of the draft EIS and subsequent project open houses, field trips and
other meetings, the Klamath National Forest will be providing information to these
collaborative groups as well as any other interested party. Their comments and
recommendations, as well as those of other interest groups and the public at large, will be
considered in development of the final EIS and Record of Decision.

Ongoing Tribal Consultation

The Klamath National Forest has also opened discussions with federally recognized
tribes. On October 8, 2014, the Forest Service sent letters to federally recognized tribes,
initiating consultation on the Westside Fire Recovery project with the Confederated
Tribes of the Grand Ronde, Confederated Tribes of the Siletz, Karuk Tribe, Klamath
Tribes, and the Quartz Valley Indian Reservation. The Karuk Tribe and the Quartz Valley
Indian Reservation provided formal responses on November 14 and October 22,
respectively. Comments from both tribes were incorporated into project alternatives.

On November 20, 2014, the Forest Supervisor and other forest representatives met with
Quartz Valley Tribal Chair Harold Bennett and members of his staff. Impacts to fisheries,
and contemporary traditional uses and subsistence were the focus of project concerns.
Project information is passing between forest staff and Quartz Valley Indian Reservation
staff, and an upcoming field trip scheduled in March will provide an opportunity to
discuss the project in more detail.

Forest line officers presented an overview of the project to the Karuk Resource Advisory
Board and tribal council members Josh Saxon and Bud Johnson on November 5; and
briefly discussed the project at the Summit Meeting with the Karuk Tribal Council on
November 12. The main project concerns raised at these meetings included taking a
landscape-level look, the economics of salvage logging, getting fire back into the forest,
and limiting planting. The Forest Supervisor met with the Tribal Council on February 19,
2015 to discuss concerns the Karuk had regarding consultation on the project and how the
Karuk would like consultation to proceed. Everyone agreed that weekly project meetings
would be beneficial. On February 24, the Forest Supervisor and Forest representatives
presented the project in detail to Department of Natural Resources staff and tribal council
member Josh Saxon. One of the main concerns voiced at this meeting was that the Forest
needs to commit to restoration activities post-salvage (e.g., prescribed fire), as this is the
piece that historically is not implemented. Weekly meetings with Forest line officers and
staff, and Karuk Department of Natural Resources staff and council members are
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occurring every Monday. Staff to staff informational sharing is also occurring on a
regular basis.

Preliminary maps of the proposed action and alternatives were provided to the Karuk
Tribe prior to release of the draft EIS.

Upcoming Public Engagement

The Forest will be hosting series of public open houses during the comment period in the
local communities. Announcements will be forthcoming and public engagement is
encouraged. Presentations will be provided to groups upon request.

Ongoing Regulatory Consultation

The Forest has been actively consulting with regulatory agencies as well as local and
national elected officials. The Forest is developing a project-specific programmatic
agreement with the State Historic Preservation Office for compliance with the National
Historic Preservation Act. Regarding the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Forest is
consulting and conferencing with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service about the effects of
the project on the ESA-listed northern spotted owl and ESA listing candidate Pacific
fisher, respectively. The Forest is also consulting with National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries or NFMS) about the
effects of the project on the ESA-listed Coho Salmon. The Forest is also working up-
front with the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board regarding compliance
with the Clean Water Act. The Forest will continue consultation efforts with all parties to
ensure there is a full understanding of the project and that the resource needs of these
groups are recognized and addressed.

Issues

Scoping comments from the public, other agencies, and tribes were used to formulate
issues concerning the proposed action. The Forest Service separated the issues into two
groups: relevant issues and other issues. Relevant issues were defined as those directly or
indirectly caused by implementing the proposed action. Other issues were identified as
those: 1) outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) already decided by law, regulation,
Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; 3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4)
conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence. The Council on
Environmental Quality NEPA regulations explain this delineation in Sec. 1501.7:
“...identify and eliminate from detailed study the issues which are not significant or
which have been covered by prior environmental review (Sec. 1506.3)...”

The Forest Service received 749 unique comments by means of 98 unique letters, and
1,556 form letters during the scoping period. Scoping comments are summarized in
appendix B. Four issues were determined to be relevant to alternative development or
modification and are described in Table 1-7.

Table 1-7: Relevant issues and how they were addressed in project design

Relevant Issue #1. There is a disagreement about effects of salvage logging on wildlife habitat (e.g.
northern spotted owl, Pacific fisher, and snag-associated species) and general
wildlife habitat fragmentation and connectivity.
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Relevant Issue #2.

Relevant Issue #3.

Relevant Issue #4.

Alternative 2 responds to this issue. Following scoping the proposed action was refined
to remove treatment in northern spotted owl cores classified as high potential for
reproduction. Units that intersected these cores were removed from salvage harvest
treatment. Criteria was clarified to include only areas of moderate to high severity
vegetation mortality with more than ten contiguous acres of medium to high severity
vegetation mortality and less than 40 percent crown closure to avoid habitat
fragmentation and address concerns about connectivity.

Alternative 3 responds to this issue by removing treatment in salvage harvest units
classified as moderate potential for northern spotted owl reproduction. Moderate
ranked core areas were identified at an owl home range scale. Salvage harvest units
were also removed from treatment if they were less than 20 acres in size to avoid
habitat fragmentation and address concerns about connectivity. This alternative also
removes salvage treatments in units located in the Beaver project area in order to
retain fisher connectivity in Beaver Creek. Fisher habitat will be protected by not
removing large decadent hardwoods with cavities, selecting Douglas-fir and ponderosa
pine snags over true fir snags where possible, and retaining snags within or adjacent to
unique landscape features such as rock outcroppings, seeps, and springs.

The following project design features were developed or modified following scoping to
address this issue: Wildlife-11, 12, 18, 19, 20, 21

There is a disagreement about the effects of salvage logging and required
infrastructure on watershed health (e.g. beneficial uses, Coho Salmon habitat,
and soil productivity).

Alternative 4 responds to this issue by identifying key watersheds and proposing to
treat these watersheds differently to account for the specific conditions, water quality
and fish habitat impairments, and recovery potential of each. Alternative 4 would
reduce the ground disturbance-related impacts in these areas by eliminating temporary
road actions (except for less than 250 feet stretches of temporary road on ridgetops).
This alternative also includes restorative actions within riparian reserves where they
occur within salvage harvest units, eliminates hazard tree removal on Maintenance
Level 1 roads that are not used by the project, and allows for no landing construction
within riparian reserves.

The following project design feature was developed or modified following scoping to
address this issue: Watershed-5

There is a disagreement about the effects of salvage logging and site preparation
on late successional reserves and riparian reserves.

Alternative 2 responds to this issue following scoping by clarifying that salvage harvest
treatments are not proposed in any riparian reserves associated with stream channels
or in hydrologic riparian reserves. Site preparation was modified after scoping to
include hand treatment only in riparian reserves within plantation site preparation and
planting units. Treatment will include hand-work only (no ground-based equipment) and
lop-and-scatter or other fuels reduction will be implemented if fuel loading is above
seven tons per acre; fuels may be hand-piled or windrowed and burned.

Alternatives 3 and 4 respond to this issue (see description of how these alternatives
address relevant issues #1 and #2.

Alternative 5 responds to this issue because it proposes only treatment in units within
matrix lands and removes salvage harvest and site preparation from all riparian
reserves and late successional reserve management areas.

There is a disagreement about whether or not the proposed action sufficiently
reduces fuels adjacent to private timber lands in the Beaver Fire area.

Alternative 5 responds to this issue by including treatments on an additional 1,200
acres adjoining private land to increase fuel breaks along ridge and road systems
within the Beaver Fire area. Units were identified based on proximity to private
timberlands and the concept of connecting fuel treatments utilizing an “all-lands”
approach. These additional hazardous fuels treatments in coordination with salvage
harvest will reduce high densities of snags and surface fuels adjacent to private
timberlands. .
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Other Issues

Other issues were raised by the public that are being addressed by alternative 1 (no
action), alternative 2 (the refined proposed action), and/or are being handled through
responses to public comment.

Other Issue #1. There is a disagreement about:

a) where salvage logging should be proposed (in low to moderate fire severity,
where fires were ignited from below);

b) what trees will be identified for removal;

c) what the effects will be on natural growth of plants and natural fire regimes
(including risks of high intensity wildfire, and culturally-important plants) and
roadless area characteristics; and

d) what the cumulative effects of the project will be added to the effects of other
projects.

Other Issue #2. There is a disagreement about the economic effects of the project:
a) whether enough trees will be salvage logged to provide economic benefits;
b) how limited operating periods will limit economic opportunities; and
c) whether the true environmental economic costs will be analyzed.

Other Issue #3. There is a disagreement about the effects on safety and the environment from
the number and criteria for choosing trees to be removed through roadside
hazard treatments:

a) how many trees need be removed to provide safe travel along roads; and
b) how removing hazard trees, especially below roads, affects safety.

Other Issue #4. There is a disagreement about the species and density of trees proposed for
planting and the costs and benefits of reforestation through planting.

Other Issue #5 There is a disagreement about the environmental costs and benefits of the
project to:
a) air quality;
b) climate change;
c) cultural resources;
d) economics;
e) forest health;
f) fire and fuels;
g) invasive species (noxious weeds); and
h) recreation and scenery;
i)  soils, geology, and watershed protection;
i) vegetation, especially the timber resource;
k) wildlife species and habitat (especially snag-associated species).
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Chapter 2 Alternatives, Including the Refined
Proposed Action

Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considered for the Westside Fire
Recovery project. It describes both alternatives considered in detail and those eliminated
from detailed study. The end of this chapter presents the alternatives in tabular format so
that the alternatives and their environmental impacts can be readily compared.

Best Available Information and Data Quality

This draft EIS was prepared using a combination of remote sensing analysis tools such as
the Rapid Assessment of Vegetation Condition after Wildfire (RAVG), soil burn severity
assessments, standard Geographic Information System (GIS) spatial data, forest
vegetation and transportation databases, and field verification of on-the-ground
conditions. Every stand, site preparation unit, fuel break etc. has been visited in the field
to make this draft EIS as accurate as possible. Mapping for publication of the draft EIS of
proposed salvage units and site preparation and planting units is based on RAVG
assessments of fire severity, Forest GIS databases and field verification. Additional data
collection, field verification and data refinement will occur before publication of the final
EIS. Model outputs will be adjusted as appropriate. Unit boundaries, treatment acres and
analysis of effects may change based on updated surveys and additional field
reconnaissance. Those changes will be incorporated into the final EIS.

Alternatives Considered in Detail

Based on the issues identified through public comment on the proposed action, the Forest
Service developed 14 alternatives to the proposed action, four of which were designed to
achieve the purpose and need and were studied in detail. In addition, the Forest Service is
required to analyze a no action alternative. The no action alternative, proposed action,
and other alternatives studied in detail are described below.

In addition to the 14 alternatives developed, the Forest Service received an alternative
from the Karuk Tribe on March 5, 2015 at 4:30 pm, the day before printing; it has been
incorporated into appendix G of the DEIS and is available for public review and
comment. For the final EIS and for consideration in the decision, the Forest Service may
likely produce another alternative to be analyzed in detailed study. This alternative would
be reflective of ideas raised during the public comment period, collaborative efforts, and
consultation. It would be comprised of actions already proposed among the existing
action alternatives. Actions would be within the range of alternatives already proposed
and their effects would be within the scope of analysis already considered in this draft
EIS.

Alternative 1

This is the no action alternative; there will be no treatment with this alternative. The no
action alternative provides reviewers a baseline to compare the magnitude of
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environmental effects of the action alternatives. It also provides a picture of the results of
allowing natural regeneration to take place across the project area.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is the refined proposed action and the preferred alternative. Refinements are
based on public comments received and acquisition of detailed information regarding the
project area. Acres by treatment type are described in detail below and do not account for
the overlap in treatment types. This project includes the following four types of
treatments: (1) salvage; (2) roadside hazard treatments; (3) hazardous fuel treatments; and
(4) site preparation, planting, and release.

Connected actions are also described as part of alternative 2; included in this description
are existing legacy sediment sites that were identified and will be scheduled for treatment
in compliance with the Clean Water Act as a condition of the North Coast Regional
Water Quality Control Board waiver of waste discharge requirements (Order No. R1-
2010-0029). Legacy site work needed on the Salmon/Scott River Ranger District is
covered under previous NEPA documents and will not be discussed as part of this
alternative.

Salvage Harvest (about 6,800 treatment acres within 11,700 acres of units)

Proposed salvage logging treatments on approximately 6,800 acres within about 11,700
acres of salvage units on Forest lands will reduce safety hazards, promoting the
successful protection of the public and forest workers (table 2-1). Snag removal from
around local communities, key infrastructure, and roads will provide fire managers
improved options for effectively managing potential future wildfires. Incorporated into
the proposed action are project design features with the intent of protecting and
promoting late successional habitat, consistent with the Forest Plan. Salvage logging will
promote ecosystem sustainability by increasing the likelihood and speed by which burned
forested areas are reforested following the fires by opening areas up for safe planting and
by reducing large-log fuel loads. Although fire plays an important role in the ecosystem,
reducing these fuel loadings minimizes the intensity and severity of future fires; thereby,
decreasing the potential for losing wildlife habitat from future fires and improving the
likelihood of firefighting success.

Criteria used to consider areas for salvage harvest treatments include:

e No salvage harvest is proposed within wilderness, backcountry, research natural
areas, designated or recommended wild rivers, inventoried roadless areas, or
riparian reserves associated with stream channels (hydrologic riparian reserves) or
high ranked northern spotted owl cores in the project area.’

e Areas proposed for treatment include only:

18 . . . . . . . . . .
This refers to hydrologic not geologic riparian reserves. Treatment is proposed in geologic riparian
reserves. Riparian reserves will likely need to be crossed to access certain harvest stands.
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4. Areas of moderate to high severity vegetation mortality with more than 10
contiguous acres of medium to high severity vegetation mortality and less
than 40 percent crown closure;

5. Areas determined to be feasible in terms of logging systems, accessibility, and
economics; and

6. Units outside of northern spotted owl core areas that have more than 50%
effective nesting, roosting or foraging habitat remaining within the core area.

In determining what individual trees will be harvested, standing dead trees 14 inches in
diameter at breast height or greater will be considered for salvage using the guidelines in
Report #R0O-11-01 “Marking Guidelines for Fire-Injured Trees in California” (Smith &
Cluck, 2011) to identify trees for removal. These guidelines were developed using peer-
reviewed scientific literature to evaluate tree species in northern California for mortality.
The guidelines provide a sliding scale of the probability for tree mortality based on
percent volume or length of crown scorched by fire. The responsible official has chosen
to salvage trees with a 70 percent or greater chance of dying within the next three to five
years. It is anticipated a majority of trees within salvage units will be harvested, as most
burned with high severity and have a high probability of mortality.

Recommendations identified in the Late Successional Reserve Forest-wide Assessment
(USDA 1999) follow Forest Plan direction focusing on long-range objectives and direct
management actions following a stand-replacing event to be designed to accelerate or not
impede the development of late-successional characteristics. Management direction for
salvage in late successional reserves (Forest Plan, pages 4-87 through 4-88) will be
followed. Project design features are incorporated into the project design, as described in
chapter 2.

Salvage logging treatments will be accomplished by a combination of ground-based,
skyline, and helicopter logging systems (Table 2-1). All salvage units will be reforested
(see reforestation section below) with the need for site-preparation evaluated per criteria
outlined in site-preparation section below.

Table 2-1: Acres of salvage harvest treatment within units by logging system

Logging System Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total

Acres of Treatment® within (Unit)®

Ground-based 420 (660) 410 (690) 20 (40) 850 (1,390)
Skyline 80 (200) 3,100 (4,900) 140 (280) 3,320 (5,380)
Helicopter 0 2,360 (4,400) 280 (540) 2,640 (4,940)

Total Treatment

Unit 500 (860) 5,870 (9,990) 440 (860) 6,800 (11,700)
(Unit)

? Treatments are estimated acres within units where more than 50% mortality occurred and where salvage activity is
Eroposed. Treatment areas avoid riparian reserves and areas where less than 50% mortality occurred.

Units are larger than treatment areas because they include salvage harvest acres, as well as areas where no harvest
will occur such as riparian reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality that are within unit boundaries.
¢ Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest ten acres for individual treatment
methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment acres by alternative.

Maps showing areas considered for treatment are found in appendix A. Acres considered
for salvage harvest treatments are described in table 2-2.
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Table 2-2: Acres of salvage harvest units by land allocation

Salvage Harvest by Management Area Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Whites Total Acres ?
Complex Fire

General Forest 460 610 0 1070
Partial Retention VQO 130 1090 10 1230
Recreational River 0 120 30 150
Retention VQO 0 190 0 190
Riparian Area 180 560 30 770
Special Habitat, LSR 90 6680 790 7560
Special Habitat, T&E Species 0 740 0 740
Grand Total (acres) 860 9990 860 11710

& Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest ten acres for
individual treatment methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment

acres by alternative.

Riparian Reserve, 6,810

Riparian Reserve, 3,964
High Ranked Owl Core, 1,456

isproposed on 6,810 acres, or 4% of the burn area.

Small Patch (< 10
acres), 4,360

This chart shows the acres by Fire Severity Class. Approximately 68% of the comb
50% mortality. The breakdown of acres where greater than 50% mortality occurred is shown in the exploded portion of the graph. Salvage harvest

Riparian Reserve within Harvest
Unit, 2,610

Alternative 2: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and
Estimated Net Harvest Acres

Estimated Net Harvest outside

ed fire area was less than 50% mortality; 32% was greater than

Figure 2-1: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and Estimated Net Harvest Acres
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Alternative 2: Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention Areas Within Treatment Units

12,000 This chart shows the relationship between the gross treatment unitacres, which include Riparian Reserves
and areas with lessthan 50% mortality and net salvage acres. Riparian Reserves and areas with lessthan 50%
mortality are not included in the estimated net salvageacres. Salvage harvestisintended to avoid Riparian
Reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality.

Estimated Net
SalvageAcres,
6,810

Estimated Net Salvage Acres, 5,869

)
[=1

25% <= BA

6,00 0

mort< 509

Ac., 961

EstimatedNet Salvage 25% <= BAmort< 50% Ac., 819
2 000 Acres, 498

4,000 Estimated Net Saivage <= BAmort

Acres, 444 25% Ac

25% <= BAmort< 50% Ac., 1318
66 0% <= BAmort< 25% Ac., 1,088 25% <= BAmort< 50% Ac.,
76
2,000 0% <= BAmort< 25% Ac., Riparian
85 Z | RiparianReserve Ac,, 2,203 0% <= BAmort< 25% Ac., Reserve A
2,61
aria /e Ac., 210
RiparianReserve Ac., 21 @ RiparianReserve Ac., 196
5 - 4 4
Wesside Fire Recovery A: Beaver Westside Fire Recovery B: Happy Westside Fire Recovery C: Whites Grand Total
Fre Camp Compiex Fre
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Figure 2-2: Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention Areas within Alternative 2 Treatment Units

Roadside Hazard Treatments (650 miles)

The Forest Service will identify and remove hazard trees along about 650 miles of
National Forest Transportation System roads, county roads, and state highways. Roadside
hazard reduction (removal of fire-killed trees) is proposed within 250 feet on either side
of selected roads to address hazards. A hazard, or danger, tree is defined as a standing
tree that presents a hazard to people due to conditions such as deterioration of or damage
to the root system, trunk, stem, or limbs or the direction or lean of the tree (29 CFR
1910.266(c); FSH 6709.11, glossary). Because of slope, a few fire-killed trees farther
than 250 feet from a road may still present a hazard to the road and thus need to be
removed, but the majority of hazard trees will be within the 250-foot buffer. Roadside
hazard treatments will include the use of ground-based, skyline, and helicopter logging
systems.

To provide for both public and Forest worker safety and future fire suppression efforts,
roads classified in all maintenance levels will be considered for roadside hazard
treatments. Only hazard trees identified by the criteria below will be removed. Where no
hazard trees are present, there will be no hazard tree removal.

The actual area where harvest will occur will not be known until hazard tree evaluations
are completed. Mileages of treatment proposed are a maximum; the numbers are merely
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representative of the entire length and area being evaluated for hazard tree identification
and removal. Acres used for analysis were calculated using all fire severity classes with a
200 foot buffer'® on either side of affected roads. GIS was used to narrow down the
amount of acres of roadside hazard considered for hazard tree removal. As a result, the
area actually treated by roadside salvage will likely be smaller than the estimated 20,500
acres. Of those 20,500 acres, approximately 16,600 acres are coniferous forest; 660 acres
are hardwood forest and about 3,250 are shrubs and brush or are not vegetated. For
conifer and mixed conifer forests, diameter ranges were broken into three categories: (1)
up to ten inches (6,200 acres), (2) ten to 20 inches (4,700 acres), and (3) greater than 20
inches in diameter at breast height (5,700 acres). Of the hardwood stands (660 acres) 630
acres were with tree diameters less than 20 inches; approximately 30 acres were with tree
diameters greater than 20 inches.

All Forest Service system roads within the project boundary will be evaluated for
roadside hazard tree identification and removal. This includes maintenance level one
roads used by Forest Service employees and contractors for administrative purposes.
Current hazard trees (also known as danger trees) will be identified using the Regional
Hazard Tree Guidelines for Forest Service Facilities and Roads in the Pacific Southwest
Region (Angwin et al. 2012). In addition, all trees burned in the 2014 fires along Forest
Service system roads within the project area will be considered for removal if they have a
60 percent or greater chance of dying within three to five years as defined by Report
#RO-11-01 “Marking Guidelines for Fire-Injured Trees in California” (Smith & Cluck,
2011) in order to capture future hazard trees.

All trees identified as hazard trees regardless of size class will be cut along all system
roadways. All merchantable trees will be removed when consistent with project design
features. Non-merchantable trees will be piled and burned where the treatment is along a
strategic road for hazardous fuels treatments, described below. Non-merchantable trees
will be cut and left when they are not along a strategic road for fuel treatments. Per
agency policy already in place, the public may obtain a fuelwood permit to remove felled
trees for firewood in accordance with permit requirements. The agency anticipates the
local public will remove firewood along roadways, especially near communities.

Where there is overlap with salvage treatment units, both hazard trees and those trees
fitting the salvage harvest prescriptions will be cut and removed in accordance with
project design features.

The removal of merchantable roadside hazard trees will be accomplished by a
combination of ground-based, skyline, and helicopter logging systems.

Miles by maintenance level considered for roadside hazard treatments are described in
Table 2-3. Acres by management area considered for roadside hazard treatments are
described in Table 2-4. Maps showing areas considered for roadside hazard treatment are
found in appendix A.

'* Hazard tree removal is proposed within 250 feet on either side of selected roads. Topographic breaks
and unstocked areas without hazard trees will reduce the actual treated acres. For the purposes of
analysis, a 200 foot buffer was used to estimate the acres where treatment may occur.
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Table 2-3: Miles of Roadside Hazard Treatments by National Forest Transportation System

maintenance level

Road Type by Maintenance Level Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Whites Grand Total
Complex Fire
I,;ﬁ\lgﬁ::)l (basic custodial care, closed to 17 49 3 69
Level 2 (high clearance vehicles) 66 183 31 280
Level 3 (suitable for passenger cars) 30 67 15 112
Level 4 (moderate degree of user comfort) 2 7 0 9
Level 5 (high degree of user comfort) 2 0 0 2
County Roads and State Highways 49 96 27 172
Grand Total (miles) 166 402 76 644
Table 2-4: Acres of Roadside Hazard Treatments considered by management area.
Road Type by Management Area Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Whites Grand Total
Complex Fire
General Forest 1,126 1,129 0 2,255
Partial Retention VQO 795 2,781 2 3,578
Recreational River 0 220 48 268
Retention VQO 26 211 0 237
Riparian Area 1,025 2,062 247 3,334
Scenic River 0 64 0 64
Special Habitat, LSR 135 8,086 2,409 10,630
Special Habitat, T&E Species 0 121 0 121
Grand Total (acres) 3,107 14,674 2,706 20,487

Hazardous Fuels Treatments (22,900 acres)

In addition to the salvage harvest, roadside hazard treatments, and site preparation
treatments described in this alternative, hazardous fuel treatments will further reduce the
dangers associated with heavy fuel loading, especially within the wildland urban
interface. The Forest Service will treat hazardous fuels on about 22,900 acres of Forest
lands. Fuels treatments were developed using the criteria listed below and include: lop

and scattering, chipping, broadcast burning, jackpot burning, and pile burning.

Site preparation in units where planting is proposed will also reduce fuel loadings. In
order to maintain desired conditions of surface, canopy and ladder fuels, follow up
maintenance will also occur where strategic ridge- and road-systems intersect units
proposed for site preparation and planting. Maintenance will involve thinning of
understory vegetation and piling of surface fuels to maintain desired fuel conditions.
Conifer trees up to 12 inches in diameter may be cut and the retained trees pruned to
increase canopy base heights in order to decrease fire behavior at the surface and
transition to over-story fuels (see description of site-preparation below).

No fuels treatment will occur within wilderness, research natural area, or wild river land
allocations. Hazardous fuels treatments may occur in both hydrologic and geologic
riparian reserves. Table 2-5 describes the acres of hazardous fuels treatments by land

allocation.

Table 2-5: Acres of hazardous fuels treatments by management area.
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Management Area Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire | Grand Total
General Forest (MA17) 248 319 259 826
Partial Retention VQO (MA15) 993 2,156 1,868 5,017
Recreational River (MA13) 0 343 518 861
Retention VQO (MA11) 288 670 1 959
Riparian Area (MA10) 468 1,748 1,520 3,736
Scenic River (MA12) 0 43 0 43
Special Habitat, LSR (MA5) 31 3,300 6,835 10,166
(S'\ﬁzgl)al Habitat, Eagle/Falcon 0 161 0 161
?ég'mt':ﬁfr(‘;g:‘essf uels 2028 8,740 11,001 21,769

The following was used to evaluate and identify hazardous fuels treatments areas, and
strategic roads and ridgelines:

e One-quarter mile of private property structures in burned areas or within areas
that underwent fire suppression-related activity;
e 500 feet of infrastructure (e.g. utility lines, communication sites, campgrounds,
lookouts, bridges, etc.);
e 250 feet on either side of Forest roads and ridgelines, used historically for fire
suppression purposes; and
e Only areas determined to be feasible in terms of slope, accessibility, existing fuels
conditions, and logical holding features such as roads, streams, and ridges.

Maps showing hazardous fuels treatments are found in appendix B; detailed tables by
prescription are in appendix F. Acres of treatment for hazardous fuel treatments are

summarized Table 2-6.

Table 2-6: Acres of hazardous fuels treatment by treatment type

Fuels Treatment Type Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total
Wildland Urban Interface 613 1,197 413 2,223
Fuels Management Zones 866 3,024 917 4,807
Roadside Fuels Treatments 612 3,012 807 4,431
Prescribed Burn 0 1,556 9,870 11,426
Grand Total (acres) 2091 8,789 12,007 22,887

Information on fuels treatments in the wildland urban interface, fuel management zones,
roadsides, as well as in areas proposed for prescribed burning and site preparation, are

provided below.

Wildland Urban Interface (about 2,200 acres)

A combination of mechanical, mastication, and hand work is planned. Areas identified
for treatment with mechanical equipment will include a combination of cutting dead trees
less than 12 inches in diameter and other understory vegetation. After mechanical or
mastication treatments, activity generated slash will be piled and burned. Areas treated
only by hand thinning will remove dead vegetation or trees that will be disposed of by
chipping, piling with follow-up burning, or lopping and scattering of fuels. Live
understory vegetation (less than 12 inches in diameter) will be removed to reduce flame
length, intensity, and the potential for crown fire activity. The objective is to have an area
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with a reduced fuel load and minimized ladder fuels to create a more defensible wildland
urban interface during future fire events.

Fuels Management Zones (about 4,800 acres)

The primary locations of fuels management zones are strategic ridge systems used to
contain the 2014 fires as well as historic fire lines from previous large fires within the
project area. The treatments aim to maintain existing control lines by removing all dead
vegetation, and live understory vegetation, along with live conifer trees less than 12
inches in diameter at breast height. Retained conifers will be pruned up to seven feet
above the ground within these zones to increase canopy base height, and reduce ladder
fuels and the potential for crown fire initiation. Activity-generated fuels will be disposed
of by a variety of methods. Where hand thinning is proposed, lopping and scattering of
fuels, piling and burning, and/or chipping will be used to reduce fuels. Mechanical or
mastication equipment may be used to pile activity slash within these areas in addition to,
or in lieu of, hand work.

Roadside Fuels Treatments (about 4,400 acres)

Roadside treatments identified as strategic for fuels reduction will assist with future
locations to hold a planned or unplanned fire within the project area. Roadside treatments
outside of identified strategic road systems will include hazard tree removal of activity-
generated fuels to provide for access for fire suppression resources responding to future
unplanned ignitions. Activities similar to those described above within fuels management
zones will be used to treat roadside fuels.

Prescribed Burn (about 11,400 acres)

Prescribed fire implementation will occur under cool weather conditions which promote
low intensity fires. A mosaic post-burn condition will exist with isolated pockets of tree
mortality, and burned and unburned understory vegetation.

Second-entry burns in units identified for prescribed burning will be used to maintain
surface fuel loading and increase heterogeneity of forest structure and vegetation by
consuming surface fuels and small understory vegetation. A mosaic burn is anticipated
where some areas fully consume surface fuels and other areas are partially burned or
unburned. Many of the prescribed burning locations will use existing control lines
established in recent large fires within the project area. Line construction activities will
occur around the perimeter of the fire and will include using dozers to re-scrape control
lines to mineral soil; where control lines are inaccessible for equipment, hand-line
construction to mineral soil will occur. Removal of understory vegetation along control
lines will include cutting brush and conifer trees less than 12 inches in diameter to
facilitate holding operations during prescribed fire implementation.

Site Preparation, Planting, and Release

Site-preparation, planting, and release treatments are designed to increase the likelihood
and speed by which burned forested areas are reforested following fires. More rapid and
successful reforestation is accomplished by reducing fuel loading and creating openings
for safe planting. Careful evaluations were made to prioritize treatment units likely to
support successful reforestation. Units within the project area are highly variable, so

38



Westside Fire Recovery Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

criteria differ slightly for determining site-preparation needs within natural units versus
existing plantations.

For the purposes of this project, reforestation needs were stratified into three categories
for field evaluation: 1) burned conifer plantations; 2) conifer units proposed for salvage
harvest; and 3) conifer units not proposed for salvage harvest for which there is a need to
reforest with conifer species. Areas were considered for site preparation, planting and
release if they:

e Were identified as areas determined to have been historically dominated by
conifers, as determined by the 1945 Wieslander Vegetation mapping (Kelly, M.B.
et. al 2005) in addition to visual cues based upon Forest Service professional
judgment;

e Had successful vegetation growth before the 2014 fire;

e Had evidence that, prior to the fire, conifers were successfully re-establishing, and
competing vegetation (brush and hardwoods) were not dominating the site;

e Had little availability of natural seed source within seed distribution distances;

e Had favorable site class, aspect, slope position, and elevation for artificial
regeneration; and,

e Had favorable regeneration potential by prioritizing areas based on site quality
and moisture availability and avoiding areas with a history of repetitive high
severity burns if likely to re-burn before stand reaches level of fire resilience.

Site Preparation (about 12,656acres)

Site-preparation will increase the ability of planting units to become resilient and provide
forested habitat in a fire-adapted ecosystem. Fuel loading after site preparation treatments
will mimic that of natural stands and increase the ability of important components of
units to survive the historic fire frequencies experienced in the project area. In addition to
the site-preparation activities described under the hazardous fuels section above,
depending on site location, site preparation will include the following treatments (see
appendix A for maps of treatment locations):

e Manual site preparation will fall standing dead conifers, hardwoods, and brush
less than ten inches diameter at breast height with a chainsaw or other cutting
implement on slopes greater than 35 percent. Felled material will be piled or
windrowed by hand and burned to complete site preparation activities. Material
greater than ten inches in diameter will be left or skyline yarded on steep slopes
because of concerns about safety and effectiveness of treating large, heavy
material by hand on steep grounds.

e Skyline yarding will be used on slopes greater than 35 percent with high
densities of dead trees. Trees generally less than 16 inches in diameter will be
skyline yarded, decked or piled on roadside landings. Piled material may be
made available to the public for firewood cutting. Pile burning will complete site
preparation activities.

e Mastication will be used to shred dead trees, hardwoods and brush less than 12
inches in diameter into pieces less than three inches diameter distributing them
across the unit on slopes less than 35 percent.

e Mechanical yarding and slash piling of dead trees generally less than 16 inches
will be used on slopes less than 35 percent. These trees will be cut and piled
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using ground-based equipment or cut and skidded to a landing where the material
will be burned. Piled material of preferred firewood species may be made
available to the public for firewood cutting following project activities.

e Following mechanical site preparation activities, units will be identified
(Watershed-25 and Watershed-26, Table 2-35 of chapter 2) as areas where sub-
soiling or deep tillage will be used to help break up the dense soil and improve
infiltration, aeration, and tree growth. Ripping may also be considered to help
mechanically break up soils by raking across unit contours. No sub-soiling, deep
tillage, or ripping is proposed in riparian reserves.

Table 2-7: Site preparation by unit type

Treatment Unit Type Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire | Grand Total
Plantations 1,112 3,170 599 4,881
Within Natural Units (Non- 621 325 29 975
salvage Harvested)

Within Salvage Harvest Units 500 5,870 440 6,800
Total Site Preparation Acres 2,233 9,365 1068 12,656

Plantations (about 4,900 acres)

Site-preparation in plantations includes plantations that existed prior to the 2014 fires
where most of the unit was lost due to wildfire. Based on the criteria listed above, these
plantations were also identified as unable to recover naturally. Most plantations planned
for treatment consist of dead trees less than 16 inches in diameter at breast height. In
some areas trees larger than 16 inches will be treated in order to reduce hazards to
workers, the public, and reduce fuel loading to achieve flame lengths of less than four
feet over the next 20 years.

Riparian reserves within the plantation site-preparation and planting units in the Whites
Fire and Happy Camp Complex will be treated to achieve ground cover and allow for
natural regeneration of vegetation. Treatment will be focused in areas of high and
moderate vegetation mortality and where the overhead hazards can be mitigated without
equipment entry into the riparian reserves. Trees up to 16 inches diameter at breast height
in riparian reserves will be cut and felled. Treatment will include hand-work only (no
ground-based equipment) and lop-and-scatter or other fuels reduction will be
implemented if fuel loading is above seven tons per acre; fuels may be hand-piled or
windrowed and burned.

Natural Units (Non-salvage Harvested, about 980 acres)

Natural units are units not scheduled for salvage harvest that were burned during the 2014
fires. They generally are units with trees generally less than 20 inches diameter at breast
height. These units were assessed for reforestation using the criteria listed above. These
units will only be treated where mitigation of the snag hazards can be completed prior to
planting.
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Table 2-8: Acres of site preparation, planting, and release by management areas for alternative 2
(does not include acres of site preparation, planting, and release in salvage harvest units)

Management Area Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire | Grand Total
General Forest (MA17) 502 637 0 1139
'(Dﬁz'laS')Rete”“O“ vQo 870 1,149 0 2,019
Recreational River (MA13) 0 12 0 12
Retention VQO (MA11) 0 27 0 27
Riparian Area (MA10) 385 398 0 783
Scenic River (MA12) 0 0 0 0
Special Habitat, LSR (MA5) 16 3,222 638 3,876
S feontias) : 2 : 2

Grand Total 1773 5471 638 7,882

Salvage Harvest Units (about 6,800 acres)
Site-preparation for reforestation in salvage units will follow harvest activities. Site

preparation will only be done where fuel loading after harvest is greater than seven tons
per acre (including standing dead fuels). Otherwise, these units will be planted without

site preparation.

Reforestation and Release (about 14,184 acres)

Within Plantations, Natural Units, and Salvage Harvest Units

Reforestation prescriptions are designed to reflect projected unit composition based on
historic information; this condition includes hardwoods as well as conifers. Units
identified for proposed planting include areas where no suitable green trees exist or the
number of remaining green trees can’t provide a seed source for natural regeneration.
Planting is proposed for areas where residual green trees were assessed during site visits
for immediate seed-cone potential and were found to be inadequate for providing a
reliable seed source. Remaining green trees will contribute to overall post-fire stocking
levels but cannot be relied upon solely for overall re-seeding needs.

Planting prescriptions are based on historic unit conditions, projected unit composition,
and the likelihood of long-term survivability of project units within a fire ecosystem.
Overall, species considered for planting in the project area include Douglas-fir, sugar
pine, ponderosa pine, incense cedar, white fir, and red fir. A mosaic distribution will be
achieved over time due to the spatial variability achieved by micro-site selection for
planting. Conifers will not be planted next to green hardwoods; these hardwoods will be
included in average spacing. Seedlings will be widely spaced on poorer sites including
southerly aspects and/or rocky soils. Trees will be planted in clusters to achieve groups of
conifers throughout the landscape to mimic natural units. Seedling survival rates and
competition from brush species will create a natural mosaic of species and stocking
densities. In order to effectively reforest these units, an average of 130 to 300 trees per
acre will be planted to achieve acceptable levels of stocking, depending on the site
conditions described below. Initial planting spacing recommendations considered Forest
Plan land management objectives for projected stocking needs, and the likelihood of
achieving those objectives, for each unit evaluated for reforestation.
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Tree planting (or reforestation) will be by hand methods, using either bare root or
container stock. Hand planting will increase the likelihood for survival and provide for
the desired spatial variability within treatment units and across the project area. Tree
species used for planting will roughly correspond with historical unit composition,
varying by forest type from unit to unit. In general, mostly pines will be planted on
droughty south-facing slopes and ridges. South-facing slopes and ridges will be planted at
lower densities compared to other areas within the project area. Douglas-fir will be
planted at higher densities as the primary species on lower sheltered slopes and northern
aspects. True fir will be re-established at the higher elevations at the highest density to
reflect how these units would have naturally established. Hardwoods will not be planted,
due to their ability to naturally regenerate following fire either by epimoric sprouting,
belowground sprouting, or by natural re-establishment as seedlings from seed caches
found within the stand. Epimoric sprouting refers to the shoots that grow from buds on
stems or branches of hardwoods, often in response to stress. Growth of existing
hardwoods will be encouraged; hardwoods will be included in the target stocking for
units in areas where they exist.

Additional planting establishment techniques may be used to increase survival of planted
trees. These techniques include, but are not limited to: animal protection devices for
browse reduction; shade blocks for improved microsite conditions; and hand grubbing to
remove competing vegetation around seedlings for survival.

Release

The release treatment will follow planting or natural regeneration to increase the
establishment of conifer seedlings. Release treatments include manually removing
competing plants or water uptake from competing plant roots by “grubbing” around
conifer seedlings or natural hardwood seedlings. Grubbing consists of removing all
vegetation within a minimum of a five foot radius from planted or natural regenerated
seedlings.

Table 2-9: Acres of reforestation and release by unit type

Treatment Unit Type Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire Grand Total
Plantations 843 4,988 563 6,394
Within Natural Units (Non- 564 397 29 990
salvage Harvested)

Within Salvage Harvest Units 500 5,870 440 6,800

Total Reforestation/Release 1907 11,255 1032 14,184

Connected Actions

Road Access

Project access will require the use of about 562 miles of National Forest Transportation
System roads and county roads. System roads will be maintained as needed for project

implementation as displayed in Table 2-10. There will be no roads added to the National
Forest Transportation System as a result of this project; about five miles of new
temporary roads will be constructed and about 19 miles of temporary roads on existing
roadbeds will be used for project access. Ten miles of those 19 miles of temporary roads
on existing roadbeds are proposed reopening of previously decommissioned roads. All
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temporary roads will be closed and hydrologically stabilized according to the project
design features (Watershed-5 and Watershed-24) found later in chapter 2.

Table 2-10: Miles of road access by Forest Transportation System maintenance level and temporary

road access

Type of Road Access Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire | Grand Total
Forest System, County, and State 146 353 63 562
New Temporary 0 4 1 5
Existing Temporary

Temporary Road on Existing 3 6 1 10

Re-open Decommissioned 0 9 0 9

Total Existing Temporary 3 15 1 19
Grand Total 149 371 65 585
Landings

Existing landings will be used where possible. Landing size will be commensurate with
operational safety. Helicopter landings will be up to two acres in size. Skyline landings
will use roads wherever possible. New skyline landings off the road system and ground-
based landings will average one acre in size but will not exceed 1.5 acres in size. Both
new and existing landings will be hydrologically stabilized after use, according to the
project design features (Watershed-5 and Watershed-24) found later in chapter 2.

Legacy Sites

The portion of Elk Creek within the project area contains about 148 legacy sites. Most of
the legacy sites are located on or adjacent to the Forest transportation system. The other
legacy sites are located on existing landings or roadbeds (historic roads, abandoned
temporary roads, or decommissioned roads). Legacy site treatments are shown in map A-
29 in appendix A and will include the treatments shown in Table 2-11.

Table 2-11: Description of treatment, number of sites, and actions needed for legacy site treatment

Treatment Number of Description of Action Needed:
Sites
Culvert Upgrades About 45 Replace culverts to accommodate the 100-year peak flow.

Diversion
Prevention

About 51 sites
(17 included in
culvert upgrade)

Construct armored rolling dips to prevent streams from diverting
down roadways should the culvert plug or fail.

Aquatic Organism
Passage

3 sites

Replace existing stream crossing with bottomless arch culvert to
improve or restore aquatic organism passage.

Retaining Wall About 7 sites Construct retaining wall, rock buttress, reinforced embankment, or
equivalent. Where road prism has slumped or failed.

Fill Reduction About 16 sites Remove excess fill materials from the top of stream crossings to
reduce the amount of fill available for discharge should the culvert
plug or fail; add riprap to armor fill slopes.

Fill Removal About 27 sites Remove all fill materials from stream channels, swales, road

shoulders and sliver fills; these treatments would occur on closed
Forest roads and existing roadbeds.

Repair/Maintain
Existing
Infrastructure

About 16 sites

Clean culvert inlets, ditches, etc., repair damaged culvert inlets,
shorten “shotgun” culvert outlets, place riprap below culvert outlets to
reduce hill slope erosion, remove cut slope slide materials
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Road storm-proofing treatments between individual sites will occur on about 33 miles of
Forest system roads (15N02, 15N75, 16N05, 16N39 and 45N19). Treatments between
legacy sites may include the following: where possible reconstruct road prism to an out
sloped configuration, otherwise reduce inboard ditch length by adding additional relief
culverts or dips; reduce road prism width; remove berms; place rip-rap below outlets of
ditch relief culverts; recondition road subgrade and travel surface - apply crushed
aggregate; add rolling dips where needed to control road surface runoff; stabilize road
prism slumps with retaining walls or rock buttresses.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 was developed in response to relevant issues one and three and public
comments raised about the effects of the proposed action on spotted owl and fisher
habitat, habitat connectivity, and legacy components. Legacy components are those
habitat features that take a long time to develop (e.g. large old-growth trees, legacy trees,
and large downed logs). Alternative 3 emphasizes the development of future late
successional habitat, habitat connectivity, northern spotted owl habitat and retention of
legacy components within the post-fire landscape.

Spotted owl activity centers within the project area were evaluated and prioritized in
order to identify sites with the highest likelihood of occupancy post-fire. In order to more
fully respond to recommendations described in Recovery Action 10 of the 2012 Revised
Recovery Plan, known spotted owl activity centers in the project area were evaluated
based on the amount of suitable habitat remaining post-fire within the 0.5 mile core areas
(500 acre areas centered on clusters of best available locations such as known nest and
roost sites). Activity centers containing at least 50 percent (250 acres) suitable
nesting/roosting and/or foraging habitat within the core area and an additional 1,086 acres
nesting/roosting and/or foraging habitat in the outer home range (0.5 to 1.3 miles) were
classified as having “high potential” for the owls associated with that site to remain on
site, continue to reproduce, and therefore contribute to the demographics of the spotted
owl population in the area.

Activity centers containing less than 50 percent suitable nesting/roosting and/or foraging
habitat within the core area were evaluated at the 1.3 mile home range scale. Home
ranges containing more than 20 percent suitable nesting/roosting and/or foraging habitat
were classified as having “moderate potential” for the owls associated with that site to
remain on site, reproduce, and contribute to the demographics of the population in the
area. The Level One consultation team acknowledged uncertainty in site location but
assumed that shifts in locations could occur in response to the modifications and/or loss
of habitat caused by high and moderate severity fire. Those with “moderate potential”
may shift away from their original core use area, but remain within their home range in
areas where adequate suitable habitat exists post-fire.

Low potential sites were defined as having less than 20 percent suitable habitat remaining
within the 1.3 mile home range. These sites were assumed highly unlikely to persist or
contribute to the demographics of the northern spotted owl population.

Occupied sites, where owls are thought to have not been displaced by fire, would
potentially be at a higher risk of impacts from post fire activities; versus sites where owls
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were likely displaced due to habitat loss from the highest severity fire and are no longer
present in the immediate area.

Changes from the Alternative 2:

e No salvage harvest in units (see list of units in project design features) within
“moderate potential” northern spotted owl core areas except for specifically
designated core areas, as described above.

e No salvage harvest in units less than 20 acres in size (see list of units in project
design features).

e No salvage harvest in the Beaver Fire area.

Alternative 3 is also designed to retain legacy components for future habitat
development, reduce effects to northern spotted owl habitat, and lessen the effects to
connectivity while still meeting the purpose and need for action. Table 2-12 describes in
detail how each concern was addressed.

Table 2-12: Concerns addressed by the development of alternative 3

Concern About:

Addressed by:

The effects of salvage
logging on the long
term development of
the affected stand for
future late
successional habitat,
as described by the
Regional Ecosystem
Office/LSR working
group, interdisciplinary
team internal review,
and as raised by the
public.

Retaining important habitat elements such as large trees, snags, and coarse
woody debris while avoiding treatment in mixed-severity fire-affected forested
areas. Many northern spotted owl activity centers were affected by the fire and
this alternative is designed to reduce the effects of treatments on sites likely to
persist in the future while balancing the need to reduce the potential of future
high severity fire affecting additional habitat. Large trees and snags provide
valuable wildlife habitat for many species and this alternative will retain more of
these legacy features to provide structure for the development of late
successional habitat. This alternative will benefit the ESA-listed northern
spotted owl, ESA proposed listed fisher, survey and manage species,
management indicator species and Forest Service Sensitive species by
minimizing the impacts from fuels treatments.

Habitat Connectivity

Habitat connectivity was affected by fire and this alternative modifies proposed
treatments in order to address connectivity in areas that may provide wildlife
with the opportunity to move from one patch of habitat to another.

Post fire natural stand
development20 and
habitat requirements of
post fire or snag
associated species

Integrating recent science on post-fire natural stand development. This will be
addressed with the MIS and Forest Service sensitive species analysis, as well
as the snag and legacy tree pdfs. In addition, areas outside of units and mixed
severity patches within the project area will provide habitat for a variety of
wildlife species. Retaining snags and legacy features on the landscape will
provide future structure for wildlife species. Salvage units and burned
plantations will be replanted. As these stands develop, retained snag and
legacy features will provide structure found in a more mature forest. In the short
term species will also benefit from the pulse of dead and dying trees, grasses
and forbs found within the project area.

20 e.g. Fire Science Brief 2009, Wagenbrenner 2015, Hanson et al 2013, PSW GTR-247, Bond et al 2013,

Hutto 2006
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Concern About:

Addressed by:

The short term impacts
to northern spotted owl
that may occupy fire
affected forested areas,
as well as long term
use of small pockets of
mixed burn severity
within active northern
spotted owl activity
centers.

Nesting, roosting and foraging habitat and mixed burn severity inclusions
(RAVG grid code 1 or 2) within treatment units will not be salvage harvested.
Removing fuels within treatment units has the potential to create short term
impacts to spotted owl foraging and prey habitat. This will be balanced with
fuels treatments and replanting the salvaged treatment units. The long-term
goals are to reduce fire risk, protect remaining northern spotted owl nesting,
roosting and foraging habitat, and replant treatment units. Replanting treatment
units will move the project area toward late seral conditions more quickly than
without treatment.

Large woody debris
retention

Conserve an irreplaceable resource (Forest Plan 4-4). Retention of large woody
debris would slowly improve soil organic matter, and would be especially
beneficial where it has been lost to high soil burn severity. Retention of large
woody debris is valuable to many wildlife species. Down wood provides sites for
denning, resting and escape cover. This will improve tree growth over the long
term that would aid in habitat development.

Treatments proposed in alternative 3 are the same as alternative 2 with the following

exceptions:

Salvage Harvest (about 5,800 treatment acres within 9,600 acres of units)
Alternative 3 proposes salvage logging treatments on approximately 5,800 acres within
about 9,600 acres of salvage units on Forest lands. Alternative 3 proposes no salvage
treatment within core areas classified as having either “high potential” or “moderate
potential,” with the exception of four “moderate potential” core areas (KL1265, KL.4133,
KLNew3A,and KL1202). These four sites experienced significant amounts of high
severity fire that removed virtually all suitable habitat within the 0.5 mile core area, but
had sufficient habitat remaining in the home range. The Level One consultation team
assumed this adjacent habitat would allow for the northern spotted owls to potentially
shift their core area to utilize existing suitable habitat adjacent to the severely burned,
previously occupied core areas.

Fisher Habitat

No salvage treatments are proposed in units located in the Beaver project area in order to
retain connectivity in the Beaver Fire area. Wildlife-11, 12, and 13 project design features
were developed for alternative 3 responding to the need for protecting fisher habitat
characteristics including large decadent trees with cavities, select for retention Douglas-
fir and ponderosa pine snags over true fir snags where possible, and retaining snags
within or adjacent to unique landscape features such as rock outcroppings, seeps, and

springs.
Table 2-13: Acres of salvage harvest proposed in alternative 3 by logging system
Logging System Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total
Acres of Treatment (Unit)b
Ground-based 0(0) 350 (570) 20 (40) 370 (610)
Skyline 0 (0) 2,890 (4,410) 120(230) 3,010 (4,640)
Helicopter 0 (0) 2,130 (3,910) 260 (430) 2,390 (4,340)
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Logging System Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total

Total Treatment /

i) Acres 0 (0) 5,370 (8,890) 400 (700) 5,800 (9,600)
j | !

# Treatments are estimated acres within units where more than 50% mortality occurred and where salvage activity is
Eroposed. Treatment areas avoid riparian reserves and areas where less than 50% mortality occurred.
2 Units are larger than treatment areas because they include salvage harvest acres, as well as areas where no harvest will
occur such as riparian reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality that are within unit boundaries.
¢ Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest ten acres for individual treatment
methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment acres by alternative.

Table 2-14: Acres of salvage harvest units proposed in alternative 3 by land allocation

Salvage Harvest by Management Area Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Whites Total Acres ?
Complex Fire
General Forest 540 0 540
Partial Retention VQO 980 10 990
Recreational River 110 30 140
Retention VQO 190 0 190
Riparian Area 500 40 540
Special Habitat, LSR 5,870 620 6,490
Special Habitat, T&E Species 700 0 710
Grand Total (acres) 0 8,890 700 9,600

2 Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest ten acres for

individual treatment methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment
acres by alternative.

Alternative 3: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and
Estimated Net Harvest Acres

Estimated Net Harvest id
Riparian Reserve, 5,768

\

Riparian Reserve within
l,Harvest Unit, 2,105

Small Patch (< 10 acres), 4,360

RiparianReserve, 3,788

High Ranked Owl Core, 1,456

Released Roadless, 19,292

Non-commercial &
miscellaneous, 14,600,

This chart shows the acres by Fire Severity Class. Approximately 68% of the combined fire area was less than 50% mortality; 32% was greater
than 50% mortality. The breakdown of acres where greater than 50% mortality occurred is shown in the exploded portion of the graph.
Salvage harvestis proposed on 5,800 acres, or about 3.5% of the burn area.

Figure 2-3: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and Estimated Net Harvest Acres for Alternative 3
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Alternative 3: Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention Areas within Treatment Units

This chart shows the relationship between the gross treatment unit acres, which include Riparian Reserves and areas with less
than 50% mortality and net salvage acres. Riparian Reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality are not included inthe
estimated net salvage acres. Salvage harvestisintended to avoid Riparian Reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality.

EstimatedNet
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Complex

=Rpaian ReserveAc m 0% <= BAmort < 25% Ac m 25% <= BAmort < 50% Ac % Estimated Net Salvage Acres
Figure 2-4:Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention Areas within Treatment Units in Alternative 3

Roadside Hazard Treatment (650 miles)

Roadside hazard treatments are described in alternative 2. Acres associated with these
treatments are listed in Table 2-3and Table 2-4 and in appendix F.

Hazardous Fuel Treatment (about 22,900 acres)

Hazardous fuels treatments and proposed units are described in alternative 2. Acres
associated with these treatments are listed in Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 and in appendix F.

Site Preparation, Planting, and Release (about 12,900 acres)

Site preparation, planting, and release as described in alternative 2 will be implemented
in about 7,400 acres of plantations and natural units (non-salvage harvest units), and in
9,500 acres of salvage harvest units. Acres were adjusted based on the amount of salvage
harvest units removed from treatment for this alternative. Based on the removal of units
within core areas classified as having either ‘high potential’ or ‘moderate potential’ and
the removal of salvage treatment in units located in the Beaver project, salvage harvest
acres decreased.

Table 2-15: Acres of site preparation, planting, and release in alternative 3 by unit treatment type.

Unit Treatment Type Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total

Total Site Preparation 4,547 30,315 3012 11,656
Plantations 1,112 3,170 599 4,881
Natural Units (Non- 621 325 29 975
salvage Harvested)
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Unit Treatment Type Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total
Salvage Harvest Units 0 5,370 400 5,800
Total 1407 10,725 992 13,154
Reforestation/Release
Plantations 843 4,988 563 6,394
Natural Units (Non- 564 367 29 960
salvage Harvested)
Salvage Harvest Units 0 5,370 400 5,800

Table 2-16: Acres of only site preparation, planting, and release for alternative 3 by management
area (does not include acres of site preparation, planting, and release in salvage harvest units)

Site Preparation and Planting/Release by Beaver Happy Camp Whites Grand
Management Area Fire Complex Fire Total
General Forest (MA17) 502 637 0 1139
Partial Retention VQO (MA15) 870 1,149 0 2,019
Recreational River (MA13) 0 12 0 12
Retention VQO (MA11) 0 27 0 27
Riparian Area (MA10) 385 398 0 783
Scenic River (MA12) 0 0 0 0
Special Habitat, LSR (MA5) 16 3,222 638 3,876
Special Habitat, Eagle/Falcon (MA5) 0 26 0 26
Grand Total 1773 5,471 638 7,882
Connected Actions

Road Access

Project access for this alternative is the same as alternative 2. Implementation of this
alternative will require the use of National Forest Transportation System roads and
County Roads as displayed in alternative 2, Table 2-10. System roads will be maintained
as needed for alternative 3 implementation. All temporary roads will be closed and
hydrologically stabilized according the project design features.

Landings and Legacy Sites

Both landings and legacy site actions are described in alternative 2. Alternative 3 is the
same as alternative 2 with the exception that fewer landing will be needed to implement
this alternative.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 was developed to reduced impact to watershed, including federally-listed
Coho Salmon and was developed through consultation discussions between the Forest
Service and National Marine Fisheries Service and in response to relevant public issue
numbers two and three (comment letter numbers 1147 and 1148) raised about the effects
of the proposed action on watershed conditions and recovery. Soils and riparian areas
were impacted to varying degrees across the project area due to the 2014 wildfires and in
some areas the effects were severe and likely to result in downstream impacts to water
quality and fisheries habitat. Riparian and aquatic resources in general across the project
area are negatively affected by the current post-fire condition due to changes in natural
processes such as hillslope erosion and stream sedimentation, and changed conditions

49




Draft Environmental Impact Statement Westside Fire Recovery Project

such as effective stream shade and flow regime. Considering the impacted current
condition, the concern is that further ground disturbance especially in the most impacted
and/or sensitive watershed areas may result in additive negative effects to aquatic
resources including habitat for Endangered Species Act-listed Coho Salmon.

Alternative 4 is designed to reduce watershed disturbance and impacts to water quality
and fisheries, relative to the proposed action, while still meeting the purpose and need for
action. This alternative takes a more conservative approach to implementing the Forest
Plan’s Aquatic Conservation Strategy by reducing or eliminating temporary road actions,
especially within key watershed. The interdisciplinary team has identified the most
sensitive areas (7™ field watersheds) to further ground disturbance, based on existing
watershed condition and distribution of listed fish. The criteria used to identify the most
sensitive 7" field watersheds included the following:

1. Existing watershed disturbance—measured by analysis of fire impacts (vegetation
and soil burn severity) and Cumulative Watershed Effects model values for existing
condition (which include BAER work);

2. Unstable slopes and landslide potential—quantitatively reflected in Cumulative
Watershed Effects values, and further evaluated based on field review and
information on past site-specific disturbance and recovery;

3. Stream monitoring data—Forest level water quality monitoring (sediment and
temperature) of reference and managed streams mostly pre 2014 fires;

4. Endangered Species Act-listed Coho Salmon—proximity/probability and
magnitude/duration of likely impacts to Coho Salmon and their habitat;

5. Key Watersheds—doing the most, within the scope of this project, to achieve Aquatic
Conservation Strategy objectives in Salmon River, and Elk and Grider creeks; and

6. Professional judgment—informed by field visits, literature review, and site-specific
knowledge.

The following viewsheds were identified as the most sensitive 7" field watersheds
(drainages):

e Three drainages along Beaver Creek including: Buckhorn Gul-Beaver, Dutch,

and Lower West Fork Beaver;

Walker Creek;

Doggett Creek;

Caroline Creek along the Klamath River;

Kohl Creek;

Music Creek;

O’Neil Creek;

Three drainages along Elk Creek including: Lower East Fork Elk, Upper East

Fork Elk, and Upper EIKk;

China Creek;

e Four drainages along Grider Creek including: Cliff Valley, Lower Grider, Upper
Grider, and Rancheria Creek;

e Tompkins Creek; and

e Whites Gulch
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Alternative 4 proposes to treat these watersheds differently to account for the specific
conditions, water quality and fish habitat impairments, and recovery potential of each.
Alternative 4 would reduce the ground disturbance-related impacts in these areas by
eliminating temporary road actions (except for less than 250 feet stretches of temporary
road on ridgetops). This alternative also includes restorative actions within riparian
reserves where they occur within salvage harvest units, eliminates hazard tree removal on
Maintenance Level 1 roads that are not used by the project, and allows for no landing
construction within riparian reserves (several exceptions apply with alternative 2 and
exceptions do not apply with alternative 4).

Changes from the Alternative 2

Within the identified 7™ field watersheds, along with all project design features described
for the proposed action, the following additional restrictions/mitigations are proposed:

e No use of non-system existing road beds for temporary access (includes
previously decommissioned roads) with the following exception:

1. Use of non-system temporary roads will be limited to segments along ridgetops
and not hydrologically connected to the drainage network (no crossings or
adjacent to streams).

2. In Key Watersheds, any use of all temporary roads will be less than 250 feet in
length, on ridgetops and not hydrologically connected to the drainage network
(no crossings or adjacent to streams);

e No use of maintenance level 1 roads if stream crossings reconstruction is needed,;
e Maintenance Level 1 roads that are not needed to implement actions in this
project will not be included in hazard tree removal;

Treatments proposed in alternative 4 are the same as alternative 2 with the following
exceptions:

Salvage Harvest (about 5,900 treatment acres within 10,200 acres of units)

Alternative 4 proposes salvage logging treatments on approximately 5,900 acres within
about 10,200 acres of salvage units on Forest lands. Acres for harvest were adjusted
based on accessibility following the removal of temporary use along non-system existing
road beds, including previously decommissioned roads and maintenance level one roads
where stream crossing reconstruction is needed. Acres were adjusted to account for these
changes.

This alternative also proposes only manual treatment for all salvage harvest treatments
within riparian reserves. Manual or hand treatment will fall standing dead conifers up to
16 inches in diameter at breast height with a chainsaw or other cutting implement, then
cut and scattered throughout the riparian area to achieve 70 percent soil cover in riparian
reserves within salvage harvest units. On slopes greater than 35 percent, manual felling of
standing dead conifers, hardwoods, and brush will be limited to material less than ten
inches diameter at breast height because of concerns about safety and effectiveness of
treating large, heavy material by hand on steep grounds. The goal is to promote more
rapid soil recovery and natural regeneration without additional planting in these units. If
fuel loading exceeds ten tons per acre (and/or greater than 70 percent soil cover), excess
fuels can be piled and burned or broadcast burned.
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Table 2-17: Acres of salvage harvest in alternative 4 by logging system

Logging System Beaver Fire Happy Camp Whites Fire Grand Total®
Treatment? (Unit) Complex Treatment? Treatment?
b/ Acres Treatment? (Unit)° Acres (Unit)® Acres
(Unit)b Acres
Ground-based 380/ (600) 380/ (650) 20/ (40) 780/ (1,290)
Skyline 60 / (160) 2,560 / (4,130) 140 /(270) 2,760/ (4,560)
Helicopter 0/(0) 2,070/ (3,830) 280/ (540) 2,350 (4,370)
Total Treatment /
_ - 440 / (760) 5,010/ (8,610) 440 / (850) 5,900 / (10,200)
(Unit) Acres

® Treatments are estimated acres within units where more than 50% mortality occurred and where salvage activity is

proposed. Treatment areas avoid riparian reserves and areas where less than 50% mortality occurred.

® Units are larger than treatment areas because they include salvage harvest acres, as well as areas where no harvest
will occur such as riparian reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality that are within unit boundaries.

¢ Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest 10 acres for individual treatment
methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment acres by alternative.

Table 2-18: Acres of salvage harvest units in alternative 4 by land allocation

Salvage Harvest by Management Area Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Whites Total Acres?
Complex Fire

General Forest 420 600 0 1020
Partial Retention VQO 130 980 10 1,120
Recreational River 0 120 30 150
Retention VQO 0 180 0 180
Riparian Area 150 530 30 710
Special Habitat, LSR 60 5,660 780 6,500
Special Habitat, T&E Species 0 540 0 540
Grand Total (acres) 760 8,610 850 10,220

& Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest ten acres for
individual treatment methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment

acres by alternative.
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Alternative 4: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and
Estimated Net Harvest Acres

Estimated Net Harvest outside
Riparian Reserve, 5,895 Riparian Reserve within

Harvest Unit, 2,298
Small Patch (< 10 acres), 4,360. ‘-

Riparian Reserve, 3,596
High Ranked Owl Core, 1,456
Released Roadless, 19,292

Non-commercial &
miscellaneous, 14,473,

Thischart shows the acres by Fire Severity Class. Approximately 68% of the combined fire area was less than 50% mortality; 32% was greater
than 50% mortality. The breakdown of acres where greater than 50% mortality occurred is shown in the exploded portion of the graph.
Salvage harvest is proposed on 5,900 acres, or 3.6% of the burn area.

Figure 2-5: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and Estimated Net Harvest Acres in Alternative 4

Alternative 4: Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention within Treatment Units

Thischart shows the relationship between the gross treatment unit acres, which include Riparian Reserves and

12,000 areas with less than 50% mortality and net salvage acres. Riparian Reservesand areas with lessthan 50% mortality
are notincluded in the estimated net salvageacres. Salvage harvestisintended to avoid Riparian Reserves and
areas with less than 50% mortality.
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Figure 2-6: Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention within Treatment Units for alternative 4
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Roadside Hazard Treatments (621 miles)

Alternative 4 proposes treatment along 621 miles of road or about 19,600 acres of
roadside hazard. Roadside hazard treatment and criteria used to identify hazard or danger
trees are described in alternative 2. Miles of roads and acres for roadside hazard were
adjusted based on the removal of treatment along maintenance level one roads not used to
implement this alternative. Maintenance level one roads were removed from this
alternative because they were not needed to implement actions for alternative 4.

Table 2-19: Miles of roadside hazard treatments by maintenance level

Type of Road Access Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire | Grand Total

(Maintenance Level)

Level 1 (basic custodial care, 15 30 1 46
closed to public)

Level 2 (high clearance 71 186 29 287
vehicles)

Level 3 (suitable for passenger 23 68 17 108
cars)

Level 4 (moderate degree of 0 7 0 7
user comfort)

Level 5 (high degree of user 2 0 0 2
comfort)

County Roads/State Highways 49 95 27 171

Grand Total 160 387 75 621

Table 2-20: Acres of roadside hazard treatment by management area

Roadside Hazard Treatment Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire Grand Total

by Management Area

General Forest 1,073 1,081 0 2,154

Partial Retention VQO 673 2,531 2 3,206

Recreational River 0 220 48 268

Retention VQO 26 203 0 229

Riparian Area 935 2,005 247 3,187

Scenic River 0 55 0 55

Special Habitat, LSR 127 7,887 2,338 10,352

Special Habitat, T&E Species 0 121 0 121

Grand Total 2,834 14,103 2,635 19,572

Hazardous Fuel Treatments (about 22,900 acres)

Hazardous fuels treatments and proposed units are described in alternative 2. Acres
associated with these treatments are listed in Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 and in appendix F.

Site Preparation, Planting, and Release (about 17,500 acres)

Site preparation, planting, and release as described in alternative 2 will be implemented
in 7,400 acres of plantations and natural units (non-salvage harvest units), and in 5,900
acres of salvage harvest units. No planting is proposed in salvage harvest units that
overlap riparian reserves. Acres were adjusted based on the amount of salvage harvest
units removed from treatment based on changes road use and access.
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Table 2-21: Acres of site preparation, planting, and release in alternative 4 by treatment type

Treatment Type Beaver Fire Happy Camp Whites Fire Grand Total
Complex

Total Site Preparation 5,867 29,295 3132 38,324
Plantations 1,112 3,170 599 4,881
Within Natural Units (Non- 621 325 29 975
salvage Harvested)
Within Salvage Harvest 440 5010 440 5900
Units

Total Reforestation/Release 1847 10,395 1032 13,284
Within Plantations 843 4,988 563 6,394
Natural Units 564 397 29 990
Salvage Harvest Units 440 5010 440 5900

Table 2-22: Acres of site preparation, planting and release in alternative 4 by land allocation

Site Preparation and Beaver Fire Happy Camp Whites Fire Grand Total

Planting/ Release by Complex

Management Area

General Forest (MA17) 502 637 0 1139

Partial Retention VQO 870 1,149 0 2,019

(MA15)

Recreational River (MA13) 0 12 0 12

Retention VQO (MA11) 0 27 0 27

Riparian Area (MA10) 385 398 0 783

Scenic River (MA12) 0 0 0 0

Special Habitat, LSR (MA5) 16 3,222 638 3,876

Special Habitat, Eagle/Falcon 0 26 0 26

(MA5)

Grand Total 1773 5,471 638 7,882

Connected Actions

Road Access

Project access will require the use of National Forest Transportation System roads and
County Roads. System roads will be maintained as needed for alternative 4
implementation as displayed in Table 2-23. There will be no roads added to the National
Forest Transportation System as a result of this project; about two miles of new
temporary roads will be constructed. This alternative limits the amount of non-system
existing road beds for temporary access including previously decommissioned roads with
the following exceptions: (1) new temporary roads in key watersheds will be less than
250 feet in length; and, (2) all new temporary and non-system temporary roads will be
limited to segments on ridgetops and not hydrologically connected to the drainage
network (no crossings or adjacent to streams). These two exceptions account for about
five miles of temporary roads on existing roadbeds used for project access. One mile, of
these five miles of temporary roads on existing roadbeds is proposed reopening of
previously decommissioned roads. All temporary roads will be closed and hydrologically
stabilized according the project design features.
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Table 2-23: Miles of road access for alternative 4

Type of Road Access Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire | Grand Total
Forest System, County, and State 146 353 63 562
New Temporary 0 1 1 2
Existing Temporary

Temporary Road on Existing 1

Re-open Decommissioned

Total Existing Temporary 1 3 1 5
Grand Total 147 357 65 569

Landings and Legacy Sites

Both landings and legacy site actions are described in alternative 2. Alternative 4 is the
same as alternative 2 with the exception that fewer landing will be needed to implement
this alternative.

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 is responsive to relevant issue three in order to address disagreements about
the effects of salvage logging and site preparation on late successional reserves, riparian
reserves, and inventoried roadless areas by removing all units that overlap these
management areas. Alternative 5 is also responsive to relevant issue four in order to
address disagreements about whether or not the proposed action sufficiently addresses the
needs for fuels reduction adjacent to private timber lands in the Beaver Fire area by
proposing an additional 1,200 acres of hazardous fuels treatments with adjoining private
land treatments to increase fuel breaks along ridge and road systems within the Beaver
Fire area.

Treatments in Alternative 5 are identical to the proposed action with the following
exceptions:

Salvage Harvest (about 1,900 treatment acres within 3,400 acres of units)

Alternative 5 proposes salvage logging treatments on approximately 1,900 acres within
about 3,400 acres of salvage units on Forest lands. Salvage harvest (as described in
alternative 2) is only proposed within management areas (MA) considered as matrix
lands that exist within the project area, including retention (MA 11), scenic rivers (MA
12), recreation rivers (MA 13), partial retention (MA 15), and general forest (MA 17)
management areas (matrix lands are defined on the1994 Forest Plan EIS, Preferred
Alternative Land Allocations Map). Compared to alternative 2, alternative 5 removes
salvage harvest from within special habitat (MA 5), special interest areas (MA 7), and
riparian reserves (MA-10).

Table 2-24: Acres of treatment proposed in alternative 5 by logging systems.

Logging System Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total®
Treatment? Treatment? (Unit)° Acres Treatment? Treatment?
(Unit) b/ (Unit)b Acres (Unit)b Acres
Acres
Ground-based 420/ (660) 140/ (230) 1/(15) 560 / (910)
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Logging System Beaver Fire Happy Camp Complex Whites Fire Grand Total®
Treatment? Treatment? (Unit)® Acres Treatment? Treatment?
(Unit) b/ (Unit)b Acres (Unit)b Acres
Acres
Skyline 70/ (170) 470 / (820) 0/(0) 540 / (990)
Helicopter 0/(0) 770/ (1,460) 30/ (60) 800 (1,520)
Total Treatment /
) - 490/ (830) 1,380/ (2,510) 30/ (80) 1,900/ (3,400)
(Unit) Acres

® Treatments are estimated acres within units where more than 50% mortality occurred and where salvage activity is

proposed. Treatment areas avoid riparian reserves and areas where less than 50% mortality occurred.

® Units are larger than treatment areas because they include salvage harvest acres, as well as areas where no harvest
will occur such as riparian reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality that are within unit boundaries.

¢ Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest 10 acres for individual treatment

methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment acres by alternative.

Table 2-25: Acres of proposed salvage harvest units in alternative 5 by management area

Salvage Harvest by Management Area Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Whites Total Acres?
Complex Fire

General Forest 460 590 0 1050
Partial Retention VQO 130 1,070 10 1,210
Recreational River 0 120 30 150
Retention VQO 0 170 0 170
Riparian Area 180 530 40 750
Special Habitat, LSR 60 2 0 62
Special Habitat, T&E Species 0 30 0 30
Grand Total (acres) 830 2,5120 80 3,422

& Acres are estimates based on GIS and field data. Values are rounded to the nearest ten acres for
individual treatment methods (skyline etc.) and to the nearest 100 acres for estimates of total treatment

acres by alternative.

57




Draft Environmental Impact Statement Westside Fire Recovery Project

Alternative 5: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and
Estimated Net Harvest Acres

Estimated Net Harvest outside
Riparian Reserve, 1,896

SmallPatch (< 10 acres), 4 360 Riparian Reserve within Harvest

Riparian Reserve, 5,131 Unit, 762

High Ranked Owl Core, 1,456

Released Roadless, 19,292

Non-commercial &
miscellaneous, 18,472

This chart shows the acres by Fire Severity Class. Approximately 68% of the combined fire area was less than 50% mortality; 32% was greater
than 50% mortality. The breakdown of acres where greater than 50% mortality occurred is shown in the exploded portion of the graph.
Salvage harvest is proposed on approximately 1,900 acres, or about 1.1% of the burn area.

Figure 2-7: Fire Severity by Mortality Class and Estimated Net Harvest Acres in Alternative 5

Alternative 5: Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention within Treatment Units

This chart shows the relationship between the gross treatment unit acres, which include Riparian
3,500 Reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality and net salvage acres. Riparian Reservesand

areas with less than 50% mortality are not included in the estimated net salvageacres. Salvage

harvestisintended to avoid Riparian Reserves and areas with less than 50% mortality.
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Figure 2-8: Acres of Salvage Harvest and Retention within Treatment Units in Alternative 5
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Roadside Hazard Treatments (about 643 miles)

Roadside hazard treatments are described in alternative 2. Acres associated with these
treatments are listed in Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 and in appendix G.

Hazardous Fuels Treatments (about 23,000 acres)

Hazardous fuels treatments is proposed on an additional 1,200 acres adjoining private
land treatments to increase fuel breaks along ridge and road systems within the Beaver
Fire area. Units were identified based on proximity to private timberlands and the concept
of connecting fuel treatments utilizing an “all-lands” approach. These additional
hazardous fuels treatments in coordination with salvage harvest will reduce high densities
of snags and surface fuels adjacent to private timberlands.

Table 2-26: Alternative 5 treatment acres by treatment type

Fuels Treatments

Treatment Type Beaver Fire Happy Whites Fire Grand Total
Camp
Complex
Wildland Urban Interface 613 1,197 413 2,223
Fuels Management Zones 866 3,024 917 4,807
Roadside Fuels Treatments 612 3,012 807 4,431
Prescribed Burn 0 1,556 9,870 11,426
Grand Total 2091 8,789 12,007 22,887
Table 2-27: Alternative 5 fuels treatment by land allocations
Fuels Treatments by Beaver Fire Happy Camp | Whites Fire Grand Total
Management Area Complex
General Forest (MA17) 892 319 259 1470
Partial Retention VQO (MA15) 1,368 2,156 1,868 5,392
Recreational River (MA13) 0 343 518 861
Retention VQO (MA11) 293 670 1 964
Riparian Area (MA10) 630 1,748 1,520 3,898
Scenic River (MA12) 0 43 0 43
Special Habitat, LSR (MA5) 39 3,300 6,835 10,174
Special Habitat, Eagle/Falcon 0 164 0 164
(MA5)
Grand Total 3,222 8,743 11,001 22,966

Site Preparation, Planting, and Release (about 7,300 acres)

Site preparation, planting, and release are proposed only within management areas
considered as matrix lands, as identified in the description of salvage harvest in this
alternative. Compared to alternative 2, alternative 5 removes site preparation, planting,
and release in salvage harvest units that were within special habitat (MA 5), special
interest areas (MA 7), riparian reserves (MA 10), and inventoried roadless areas (not
defined as a management area in the Forest Plan).

Table 2-28: Acres of proposed site preparation, planting, and release for alternative 5 by treatment

type
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Treatment Type Beaver Fire Happy Whites Fire Grand Total
Camp
Complex

Site Preparation 6,006 8,964 90 15,060
Plantations 1,101 684 0 1,785
Natural Units (Non-salvage 621 114 0 735
Harvested)
Salvage Harvest Units 490 1,380 30 1,900

Reforestation/Release 1897 3,393 30 5,320
Plantations 843 1,979 0 2,822
Natural Units 564 34 0 598
Salvage Harvest Units 490 1,380 30 1,900

Table 2-29: Acres of only site preparation, planting, and release for alternative 5 by management
area (does not include acres of site preparation, planting, and release in salvage harvest units)

Site Preparation and Planting/Release by Beaver Happy Camp Whites Grand
Management Area Fire Complex Fire Total
General Forest (MA17) 502 601 0 1103
Partial Retention VQO (MA15) 870 1,055 0 1,925
Recreational River (MA13) 0 12 0 12
Retention VQO (MA11) 0 27 0 27
Riparian Area (MA10) 385 371 0 756
Scenic River (MA12) 0 0 0 0
Special Habitat, LSR (MA5) 5 2 0 7
Special Habitat, Eagle/Falcon (MA5) 0 26 0 26
Grand Total (acres) 1762 2,094 0 3,856

Connected Actions

Road Access

Project access will require the use of National Forest Transportation System roads and
county roads. There will be no roads added to the National Forest Transportation System
as a result of this project; about one mile of new temporary road will be constructed, and
about seven miles of temporary roads on existing roadbeds will be used for project
access. Three miles of those seven miles of temporary roads on existing roadbeds are
proposed reopening of previously decommissioned roads. All temporary roads will be
closed and hydrologically stabilized according the project design features.

Table 2-30: Miles of road access for alternative 5

Type of Road Access in Miles Beaver Fire | Happy Camp Complex | Whites Fire | Grand Total
Forest System, County, and State 146 353 63 562
New Temporary 0 1 0 1
Existing Temporary

Temporary Road on Existing 3 1 0 4

Re-open Decommissioned 3 0 3

Total Existing Temporary 4 0 7
Grand Total 149 358 63 570
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Landings and Legacy Sites

Both landings and legacy site actions are described in alternative 2. Alternative 5 is the
same as alternative 2 with the exception that fewer landing will be needed to implement

this alternative.

Comparison of Alternatives

Table 2-31provides a brief summary of activities and treatment acres proposed for each
alternative analyzed in detail. See treatment maps in appendix A and treatment by
prescription and unit tables in appendix F and G for more detail. Table 2-32 compares
alternatives in response to the purpose and need of the project. Table 2-33 compares them
in response to relevant issues, and Table 2-34 displays a comparison of the environmental
effects of alternatives by resource.

Table 2-31: Comparison of miles of roads and acres of treatment

Treatments Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternative 5
(acres/miles) | (acres/miles) | (acres/miles) | (acres/miles) | (acres/miles)
Salvage Harvest (acres) 0 6,800 5,800 5,900 1,900
Ground-based 0 850 370 780 560
Skyline 0 3,320 3,010 2,760 540
Helicopter 0 2,640 2,390 2,350 800
.'?:Jeﬁzgﬁt':azard 0 650 miles / 650 miles / 650 miles / 643 miles/
(miles/acres) 20,500 acres | 20,500 acres | 19,580 acres | 20,500 acres
Hazardous Fuel 0 22,900 22,900 22,900 24,099
Treatments (acres) ' ' ' ’
Wildland Urban 0 2,223 2,223 2,233 2,233
Interface
Fuels Management 0 4,807 4,807 4,807 6,019
Zones
Roadside Fuels 0 4,431 4,431 4,431 4,431
Treatments
Prescribed Burn 0 11,426 11,426 11,426 11,426
Site Preparation,
Reforestation, and 0 36,641 32,441 33,641 12,820
Release Treatments
(acres)

Site Preparation 0 41,026 38,026 38,326 15,220
Plantations 0 4,881 4,881 4,881 1,785
Natural Units (Non- 0 975 975 975 735
salvage harvest)

Salvage Harvest 0 6,800 5,800 5,900 1,900
Units

Reforestation and 0 14,185 13,185 13,285 5,400

Release
Plantations 0 6,394 6,394 6,394 2,822
Natural Units (Non- 0 991 991 991 678
salvage harvest)

Salvage Harvest 0 6,800 5,800 5,900 1,900
Road Access (miles) 0
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Treatments Alternative 1 | Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | Alternative 5
(acres/miles) | (acres/miles) | (acres/miles) | (acres/miles) | (acres/miles)
Forest System
Roads, County Roads 0 562 562 562 562
and State Highway.
New Temporary 0 4 4 1 <1
Roads
Temporary Roads on
Existing Roadbeds 0 10 8 3 4
Reopen
Decommissioned 0 9 9 <1 2
Roads
Legacy Sites (count) 0 150 150 150 150
Table 2-32: Comparison of alternative effects related to the purpose and need of the project
Meeting Measurement Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Purpose and Indicator
Need
Provide for Miles and acres 0 650 650 620 650
worker and of roadside 0 20,500 20,500 19,580 20,500
public safety hazard
and access treatment
Acres of fuels 0 2,220 2,220 2,220 2,220
reduction
treatment within
WUl
Acres where 0 6,800 acres | 5,800 5,900 1,900
snags are salvage acres acres acres
removed by 7,900 acres | salvage salvage salvage
salvage and site site prep 7,900 7,900 3,400
prep. acres site | acres prep | acres site
prep prep
Improve fire Acres of 0 6,800 5,800 5,900 1,900
suppression resistance to
conditions for control improved
firefighters and (|arge fuels
community removed)
protection
Acres of fuel 0 22,900 22,900 22,900 24,100
breaks,
prescribed
burning and
other fuels
treatments
Capture the Timber sale $0 $11.9 $9.8 $9.6 $6.3
economic income (in
value of snags | millions of
and hazard dollars)
trees for a Labor income (in | $0 $53.1 $46.5 $47.4 $21.9
viable project .
d benefi millions of
and benefit to dollars)
local
Employment 0 1,236 1,067 1,074 549
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Meeting Measurement Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Purpose and Indicator
Need
communities (jobs)
Provide for Acres treated to 0 acres 6,800 5,800 5,900 1,900
restored and promote
fire-resilient regeneration
forested through salvage
ecosystems harvest
Years toreacha | 100+ years | 40-60 years | 40-60 40-60 40-60
mature stand in years years years in
areas of salvage matrix
harvest land; 100+
in non-
matrix
Type of Grass, Brush, Same as Same as Same as
vegetation forbs,brush/ | hardwoods, | alternative | alternative | alternative
regenerated in Brush, young 2 2 2 within
salvage harvest hardwoods, | conifers/ matrix
areas isolated Mature lands;
Short-term/ parches of mixed |SO|§ted
Long-term conifers conifer conifers
stands elsewhere
Total acres 0 6,800 acres | 5,800 6,900 1,600
where fuels are salvage, acres acres acres
reduced by 22,900 salvage salvage, salvage
salvage, and acres fuels | 22,900 22,900 24,100
fuels treatments treatments | acres acres acres
fuels fuels fuels
treatments | treatments | treatments
Table 2-33: Comparison of alternative indicators by relevant issue
ISsue Measurement Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Indicator
Relevant Issue 1: Acres of salvage 0 See Table | See Table | See Table | See Table
Effects of salvage !ogging on te(r:rﬁstrigl 2-34 2-34 2-34 2-34
logging on wildlife In .I'Cl".iftors in Chpt. 3,
habitat Wildlife
Relevant Issue 2: Analysis indicators for 0 See Table | See Table | See Table | See Table
Effects of salvage Lvagerslheds in Chpt. 3, 2-34 2-34 2-34 2-34
logging and required yarology
infrastructure on
watershed health
Relevant Issue 3: Acres of salvage 0 7,560 7,073 6,818 60
Effects of salvage logging in LSRs
logging and site Acres of site 0 3,876 3,876 638 7
preparation on late preparation in LSRs
successional
Acres of salvage 0 0 0 0
reserves (LSRs), logging in RRs
riparian reserves
(RRs) and Acres of site 0 783 783 783 756
inventoried roadless | preparation in RRs
areas (IRAs) Acres of salvage 0 0 0 0
logging in IRAs
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Issue Measurement Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5
Indicator
Acres of site 0 0 0 0 0
preparation in IRAs

Relevant Issue 4: 0 870 acres | 870 acres | 870 acres [2,080 acres

Adequate fuels
treatments adjacent
to private
timberlands in the
Beaver Fire area

Acres of fuels
treatments adjacent to
private timberlands in
the Beaver Fire area
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Table 2-34: Comparison of effects of all alternatives by resource

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Vegetation Natural regeneration on Natural regeneration on Same as alternative 2 Same as alternative 3. Same as alternative 2
100% of project area. about 85% of project except that about 86% of except that about 90% of
Regenerates as brush, area. Planted area the project area naturally the project area naturally
hardwoods and isolated regenerates as mature regenerates. regenerates.
patches of conifers; mixed conifer stands in
meets the National the long term; meets
Forest Management Act NFMA by meeting Forest
(NFMA) requirements by | Plan standards.
meeting Forest Plan
standards.

Fuels Fire hazards increase About 44,800 acres have | About 40,800 acres have | About 41,100 acres have | About 35,200 acres have
over time with 14,000 a low hazard level after a low hazard level after a low hazard level after a low hazard level after
acres with a low hazard 10 years but no acres 10 years but no acres 10 years but no acres 10 years but no acres
level and high fuel have a high fuel loading have a high fuel loading have a high fuel loading have a high fuel loading
loading of large material of large material (leading | of large material (leading | of large material (leading | of large material (leading
(leading to resistance to to resistance to control) to resistance to control) to resistance to control) to resistance to control)
control) after 10 years. after 10 years. after 10 years. after 10 years. after 10 years.

Wwildlife: Risk to reproduction of Risk to reproduction of Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2.

T&E northern spotted owl is northern spotted owl is
very low or low for 17 very low or low for 17
activity centers, activity centers,
moderate for 51 and high | moderate for 51 and high
for 12. for 12.

Wwildlife: No acres of critical 1,205 acres of critical Same as alternative 2. 1,179 acres of critical Same as alternative 2.

Critical Habitat

habitat are directly or
indirectly affected; 552
acres are cumulatively
affected by adding the
effects of other projects
on private land to the
zero acres of effect of
this alternative.

habitat are directly or
indirectly affected; 1,758
are cumulatively affected
by adding the effects of
other projects on private
land to the acres affected
by the alternative.

habitat are directly or
indirectly affected; 1,732
are cumulatively affected
by adding the effects of
other projects on private
land to the acres affected
by the alternative.

Wildlife:
Forest Service
Sensitive
Species

No effect on roost sites
for bats;

High risk of direct or
indirect disturbance to 13
bat hibernaculum or
maternities, moderate
risk to 15 and low risk to
30 with cumulative
effects changing these to
24 at high risk of

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

disturbance, 12 at
moderate risk and 22 at
low risk. Treatments
may affect individuals but
are not expected to result
in a trend toward federal
listing or loss of viability.
Forest Plan standards
are met.

Wildlife: No change in hardwood Hardwood habitat The acreage of The acreage of The acreage of
Management abundance from the abundance is directly or hardwood habitat hardwood habitat hardwood habitat
Indicator current condition. No indirectly changed on affected is 717 acres affected is 679 acres affected is 713 acres
Species direct or indirect effects 728 acres; cumulatively directly or indirectly and directly or indirectly and directly or indirectly and
from this alternative on habitat is affected on 1,312 acres cumulatively. | 1,273 acres cumulatively. | 1,307 acres cumulatively.
snag habitat but 1,322 acres. Snag Snag habitat is affected Snag habitat is affected Snag habitat is affected
cumulative effects due to | habitat abundance is on from 1,108 acres to on from 1,096 acres to on from 916 acres to
adding the effects of changed on from 1,123 10,544 acres directly or 10,264 acres directly or 9,066 acres directly or
projects on private land acres to 11,001 acres, indirectly and from 1,188 | indirectly and from 1,176 | indirectly and from 996 to
will be about 1,692 acres | depending on the specific | to 12,278 acres to 11,999 acres 10,801 acres
will cumulatively be shag-associated species | cumulatively. Forest Plan | cumulatively. Forest Plan | cumulatively. Forest Plan
affected. within the association. standards are met. standards are met. standards are met.
Cumulatively, this
change is from 1,203
acres to 12,735 acres.
Forest Plan standards
are met.
Wildlife: There are no direct, 76 known sites are Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2.
Survey and indirect or cumulative protected from habitat
Manage effects on known sites of | disturbance by project
Species survey and manage design features.
species. Treatments may affect
individuals but there will
be no significant negative
impact to species or
habitat.
Wwildlife: Effects on migratory birds | Same as alternative 1. Same as alternative 1. Same as alternative 1. Same as alternative 1.
Migratory are disclosed for the
Birds threatened, endangered,

Forest Service sensitive
and management
indicator species of birds.

66




Westside Fire Recovery Project

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Range There would be no effect | The availability of forage | Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2. The availability of forage
on the availability of would increase; there will would increase less than
forage and a neutral be a neutral effect on with other action
effect on rangeland rangeland condition. alternatives; there will be
condition. a neutral effect on

rangeland condition.

Botany No effects on threatened, | No effects on threatened, | Same as alternative 2. In | Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2.

(Threatened, endangered, proposed or | endangered, proposed or | addition, the added Limiting treatments in

Endangered, candidate plant species. candidate plant species. retention of snag clumps | Riparian Reserves would

and Forest No direct effects on Direct effects to and coarse woody debris | protect the majority of

Service Forest Service sensitive individual Forest Service | would mitigate habitat for sensitive

Sensitive plant species. Indirect sensitive plant species microclimate and provide | bryophytes and fungi;

Plants) effects on these species may occur but are not substrates for sensitive reduced road
from competition, lack of | likely to result in a trend species. construction would limit
disturbance, delayed toward federal listing or risk of stream
reforestation, loss in population sedimentation.
sedimentation of aquatic | viability.
habitat and increased
risk of wildfire.

Botany No direct effects; indirect | No direct effects to Same as alternative 2. In | Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2.

(Survey and long-term effects from category A, B and E addition, the added Limiting treatments in

Manage competition, lack of species because all retention of snag clumps | Riparian Reserves would

Species) disturbance, delayed known sites will be and coarse woody debris | protect the majority of

reforestation and
increased risk of wildfire.

protected. Minimal direct
effects to category C and
D species because high
priority sites will be
protected with the
implementation of project
design features.

would mitigate
microclimate and provide
substrates for survey and
manage species.

habitat for survey and
manage bryophytes and
fungi.

Botany (Non-
native Invasive
Species)

No direct effects; indirect
long-term effects from
habitat disturbance and
non-project dependent
vectors.

High risk of spread due
to numerous existing
NNIS populations, habitat
vulnerability, non-project
and project dependent
vectors, and ground-
disturbing activities.
Project design features
will mitigate but not
eliminate high risk.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.

Risk of NNIS spread
would be slightly less
than for alternative 2 but
the decrease in risk is not
enough to lower the risk
rating from high.

Fish and other
Aquatic

No effects on stream
temperature, sediment,

Non-measurable effects
on temperature, large

Same as alternative 2.

Non-measurable effects
on temperature, large

Non-measurable effects
on temperature, large
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

Species or large wood. wood, and sediment at wood, and sediment at wood, and sediment at
the watershed scale. the watershed scale or the watershed scale.
Potentially sizeable site scale. Minor negative effects on
effects on sediment at sediment at the site
the site scale. scale.

Water 63 7™ field watersheds Same as alternative 1 Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2 Same as alternative 4.

(Channel with low risk rankings, 9 except for site-scale except site-scale

Morphology)

with moderate and 2 with
high.

effects of activities in
Riparian Reserves.

alterations will be less
due to less activity in
Riparian Reserves.

Water Same as alternative 1 Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2 Same as alternative 4..

(Risk to th o except site-scale except site-scale

Sediment 5.1 7 flelql watergheds altergtion of the sediment altergtions will be less

Regimes) W!th low risk rankings, .18 regime due to due to fewer temporary
with moderate and 5 with | . _
high mfrastructL_Jre activities roads_ and no stream

' may be evident in some crossings.
watersheds.

Water 45 7™ field watersheds 35 7™ field watersheds Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2.

(Risk to with low risk rankings, 21 | with low risk rankings, 30

Temperature with moderate and 8 with | with moderate and 9 with

Regimes) high. high.

Soils High Erosion Hazard Soil stability would be Soil stability would be Soil stability would be Soil stability would be
Rating (EHR) on 57% of affected on about 2,800 affected on about 2,380 affected on about 2,415 affected on about 2,560
the project area; in the acres, surface organic acres, surface organic acres, surface organic acres, surface organic
long-term, high EHRs matter on 825 acres, soil matter on 560 acres, soil matter on 440 acres, soil matter on 585 acres, soil
would decrease to organic matter on 2,214 organic matter on 1,980 organic matter on 1,690 organic matter on 1,974
moderate except for 490 | acres and soil structure acres and soil structure acres and soil structure acres and soil structure
acres. Soil organic matter | on 1,255 acres. Since on 1,085 acres. Since on 1,090 acres. Since on 1,015 acres. Since
will remain unless severe | this is less than 10% of this is less than 10% of this is less than 10% of this is less than 10% of
storm events result in the | the project area, Forest the project area, Forest the project area, Forest the project area, Forest
loss of large amounts of Plan standards will be Plan standards will be Plan standards will be Plan standards will be
topsoil. Soil structure met on the project area met on the project area met on the project area met on the project area
conditions will remain the | as a whole. Legacy site as a whole. Legacy site as a whole. Legacy site as a whole. Legacy site
same in the short term treatment will improve treatment will improve treatment will improve treatment will improve
with very slow long-term soil stability over the long | soil stability over the long | soil stability over the long | soil stability over the long
natural recovery of old term. term. term. term.
skid trails and landings.

Geology Of the 67 7™ field Risk of landslides is the Risk of landslides is the Risk of landslides is the Risk of landslides is the

watersheds analyzed, 3
have a very high risk, 20
have a high risk, 30 have
a moderate risk and 12

same as for alternative 1.
There is a reduction in
the duration of elevated
risk (from 80 to 30 years)

same as for alternative 2.
Duration of elevated risk
will also be reduced as in
alternative 2 except that

same as for alternative 2.
Duration of risk differs in

that only five watersheds
will have a reduction in

same as for alternative 2.
Duration of elevated risk
will be the same as for
alternative 4.
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

have a low risk of
landslides. Forty
watersheds have a high
to moderate vegetation
burn severity with a
landslide-risk duration of
more than 80 years; for
27 watersheds, acute
likelihood of landslides
will last for two to five
years.

due to planting for nine
watersheds that have a
high landslide risk, and a
reduction in duration for
three watersheds that
have a moderate risk.
For two watersheds that
have a very high
landslide risk, duration of
risk is reduced from 80 to
30 years.

one of the moderate risk
watersheds will not see a
reduction in duration of
risk in this alternative
because the percentage
of the watershed being
planted is less than 25
percent.

duration of risk (one of
the high risk watersheds
and four of the moderate
risk watersheds will not
see a reduction in
duration of risk.

Air No management action Emissions from mobile Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2
will emit nitrogen oxides, | equipment will be about except that additional
greenhouse gasses, or 26 tons. Emissions from acres of prescribed
impact the visibility of the | prescribed burning will be burning will increase,
Marble Mountain about 34 tons per year, logging-related emissions
Wilderness. below the de minimus of will decrease, and the

100 tons per year total effects to
allowed. There is a very greenhouse emissions
low likelihood of will be about 49,180 per
preventing progress of year.
the Regional Haze Plan.
The total greenhouse gas
emission will be about
46,525 metric tons per
year.
Recreation A short-term effect on, or | No effect on recreation Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2. Same as alternative 2.

displacement of,
recreation use if areas
have to be closed for
safety reasons.
Increased short-term of
use of burned areas for
firewood cutting and deer
hunting if areas are not
closed.

Long-term negative
effects to dispersed
camping and hiking in
burned areas from loss of
shade, and safety
concerns from falling

use is expected. Short-
term negative effect from
smoke and road closures
or increased traffic during
implementation. Short-
term increase in use from
firewood cutting along
roads from roadside
hazard treatments.
Indirect short- and long-
term benefits to big game
hunting from prescribed
fire and planting. Long-
term benefits to
recreation facilities from
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

snags.

fuels treatments that
protect Forest Service
infrastructure and
increase safety.

Scenery

No effect to meeting
visual quality objectives.
Long-term negative effect
with vegetation change
toward a shrub-
dominated ecosystem.
Achievement of desired
scenic character would
require more than 50
years.

Minor localized short-
term direct negative
effects to visual quality
objectives during
implement. “Greening up’
for three years after
project completion would
reduce visual evidence of
implementation activities.
Forest Plan consistency
will be met even though it
will take longer than
three years for visual
quality objectives to be
met (see Forest Plan
standard 11-7 which
allows a longer time in
these circumstances).
Indirect long-term
benefits to scenic
character include
accelerating the recovery
of burned areas through
regeneration of conifers
by planting.

4

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.

Wild and
Scenic Rivers

No effect to Wild and
Scenic Rivers or their
corridors because no
action is taken.

No effect or a low risk to
Wild and Scenic Rivers
because none of the
activities would
negatively affect the
outstandingly remarkable
values of these rivers or
their corridors.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.

Cultural
Resources

No direct effects to
archaeological sites.
Short-term indirect
effects from lack of action
would be negligible but

There would be no direct
effects to historic
properties due to the
implementation of project
design features and

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2.
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

long-term would be
moderate to major. No
direct effects to
traditional use areas will
occur but fire-adapted
plants that are important
to tribal interests will not
be enhanced in the long
term without prescribed
burning. Lon g-term
indirect effects would be
moderate to major.

standard resource
protection measures
under the programmatic
agreement with the State
Historic Preservation
Office. Removal of dead
and dying trees from
within or adjacent to
cultural resources and
historic properties results
in direct and indirect
beneficial effects that are
moderate to major in
both the short and long
term. The protection
measures that minimize
the effects of fuels
reduction treatments on
heritage resources may
lead to indirect effects
that increase likelihood of
damage from future fires
and direct public
attention to heritage
sites. These effects are
minor in the short term
but moderate to major in
the long term.

Socio-
Economics

An unsafe condition for
the public, forest workers
and firefighters and for
the communities adjacent
to the Forest exists in the
short term that would
increase in risk in the
long term. This
alternative is not
consistent with the
Siskiyou County Land
and Resource
Management Plan that
encourages resource use
of the Forest. No

Safer conditions would
prevail in the short term
through removal of
roadside hazards along
640 miles of road. Longer
term, this alternative will
provide safer conditions
through strategic fuel
breaks on ridges and
fuels treatments around
communities and
infrastructure. Economic
returns would include an
output of $210 million,
labor income of $53

Similar to alternative 2
except economic returns
would include an output
of $185 million, labor
income of $46 million,
and creation of 1,067
jobs. This alternative is
consistent with local
county objectives for
resource use of the
Forest.

Similar to alternative 2
except economic returns
would include an output
of $190 million, labor
income of $47 million,
and creation of 1,074
jobs. This alternative is
consistent with local
county objectives for
resource use of the
Forest.

Similar to alternative 2
except economic returns
would include an output
of $84 million, labor
income of $22 million,
and creation of 549 jobs.
This alternative is
consistent with local
county objectives for
resource use of the
Forest but not as
favorable as alternative
2.
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Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 5

economic benefits come
from this alternative.

million, and creation of
1,236 jobs. This
alternative is consistent
with local county
objectives for resource
use of the Forest.

Inventoried
Roadless
Areas

No action in IRAs would
mean no direct or indirect
effects of this alternative.

No road construction or
salvage harvest will
occur in IRAs. About 490
acres of site preparation
and planting using hand
treatment (no ground-
disturbing equipment),
creation and
maintenance of strategic
fuel breaks, and
prescribed underburning
are the activities that may
affect the roadless
character of the areas
but are not likely to do
s0. About 4% of the
roadless area that still
retains a roadless
character is affected by
these activities and about
13% of the area that no
longer retained roadless
character prior to the
project is affected by
these activities.

Same as alternative 2.

Same as alternative 2

Same as alternative 2.
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Project Design Features

The Forest developed the following project design features to address project objectives,
to minimize resource impacts, and to ensure compliance with the Forest Plan and
applicable laws and regulations. Table 2-35 displays the design features developed for
this project, along with the applicable units. Project design features will be implemented
in all action alternatives unless otherwise designated.

Table 2-35: Westside Fire Recovery Project Design Features and applicable stands and/or

alternatives

Project Description Applicable Alternatives and

Design Units

Feature

Botany - 1 Forest Service botanist will flag for avoidance 508-1, FO71, FO25, F025-1, F026,
appropriate populations of federally Threatened | F106, F106-1, F106-3, P065
and Endangered and Forest Service Sensitive LOP: F025, F025-1, F026, F106, F106-
species. Yellow and black striped flagging will 1, F106-3
be used to delineate population boundaries.

Some specific areas may also require a limited
operating period (LOP) to minimize impacts to
plants.

Botany - 2 Populations protected under Survey and F078, F162, F032, F068-1, FO30, FO30-
Manage guidelines will be flagged for 2, F043-5, F146, F027-1, F146-1, F034,
avoidance. Yellow and black striped flagging will | FO34-1, FO35, F035-1, F035-2, F035-3,
be used to delineate population boundaries. FO77, FO77-1, F160-2, FO19, F157,

F157-2, F020, F091, F044-1, F044-2,
F160, F160-2, F109, F151, FO78-7

Botany - 3 Hazard trees adjacent to flagged populations of | R136, R045, R101, R131, R127-11,
Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TES) R140, R140-1, R042, R115, R151,
and Survey and Manage species will be R127-4, R119, R128, R040, R093
directionally felled away from the flagged area to
avoid disturbing the population. Directionally
felled trees may only be removed if it causes no
ground disturbance within the flagged area.

Yellow and black striped flagging will be used to
delineate population boundaries.

Botany - 4 Hazard trees located within the flagged R136, R045, R101, R131, R127-11,
population boundary for TES or Survey and R140, R140-1, R042, R115, R151,
Manage species may be felled, but must be left R127-4, R119, R128, R040, R093
on-site to avoid ground disturbance. Yellow and
black striped flagging will be used to delineate
population boundaries.

Botany - 5 A Forest Botanist will be consulted prior to F070, FO71, FO72
conducting Fuels treatments within the Lake
Mountain Special Interest Area

Botany - 6 Cultural botanical resources (fern beds in 228, 228-1, 226-1, 226-2, P322, P319
riparian zones) will be flagged for avoidance. *Units subject to field verification
Yellow and black striped flagging will be used to
delineate population boundaries.

Botany - 7 Equipment and vehicle travel and/or staging F084-1
shall be restricted to established road surfaces.

NNIS -1 Equipment and vehicles that leave established All equipment where applicable
road surfaces will be cleaned of soil, seeds,
vegetative matter, and other debris that could
contain noxious weed seeds prior to entering
and before leaving the project area. Areas
appropriate for cleaning equipment prior to
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leaving the project area will be designated as
appropriate.

*See mandatory C-Provision 6.25

NNIS - 2

Equipment, vehicles, and personnel will avoid
working within flagged noxious weed sites.
Orange/black flagging labeled with INVASIVE
SPECIES will be used to delineate population
boundaries.

1151, 1155, 508-5, 508-4, 506, 501,
500, 411, 410407, 62, 23, 005-3, FO08,
FO75, FO76, F159, F022, FO13, F155
FO77, F160, FO15, FO16, FO87, FO88
F084, F090, FO50, FO51, FO53, FO80
F038, FO36, FO44, FO45, F113, F028
F152, F109, F029, F026, FO37, FO34
FO035, F043, FO78, F157, F002, FO86
F081, F162, F151, F184, FO30, F127
F129, F146, F121, FO33, F133, FO68
F069, F116, FO08, FO72, FO71, FO13
FO016, FO18, F022, FO75, FO76, F156
F159, FO74, FO78, F021, FO17, FO19
P026, P089, P099, P102, P105, P106,
P107, PO72, PO73, PO75, P113, P160,
P139, P057, P058, P059, PO61, PO63,
P065, P028, R128, R082, R127-11
R100, R136, R140, R131, R020, R024
R0O15, R041, RO17, R132, R130, R118
R109, R102, R111, R132, R106, R082,
R096, R094, R032, R017, R103, R116
R0O79, R137, R132

NNIS - 3

If potential landings sites are infested with
noxious weeds, consult a Botanist about
appropriate methods for containing and/or
managing the infestation. Methods may include
blading infested soil away from activity zone and
covering this soil; or adding a barrier to the
landing so seed banks cannot be transported.

All landings where applicable: info to
date indicates the following locations:
L174,L176, L177, 1203, L219, L220,
L223, L224, L225, L002, L005, L013,
L0134, DZ03, DZ04, DZ17, LOO6, LOO7,
L044, L261, L269, L048, L064, L066

NNIS - 4

Any straw or seed placed within the project area
must be documented as California certified
weed free. Other materials where State
inspection protocol does not exist (gravel, wood
chips) used as mulch in the project area, should
be inspected by a Forest Service representative
to determine the potential for spread of noxious
weeds.

All materials where applicable

NNIS -5

Any facility that provides material such as rock,
gravel, or boulders to be used in the project
area should be inspected and determined to
have limited potential for the spread of noxious
weeds from stored material. Material stockpiles
must be noxious weed free.

All facilities where applicable

Fuels - 1

Site specific burn plan prior to implementation
would be completed to identify desired fire
behavior and weather conditions to meet
prescribed fire and resource objectives along
with protection measures to reduce impacts to
both cultural and natural resources within the
burn area.

All salvage harvest units

Fuels - 2

All burning activities would adhere to pertinent
air quality regulations. Smoke emissions would
be minimized by following Best Available

Control Measures (BACM). A smoke permit

All units where applicable
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administered by the local County Air Resource
Agency would accompany burn plans.

Fuels - 3 In preparation of prescribed fire activities, All units where applicable
perimeter control lines will be constructed to
mineral soil. As needed, brush and conifer trees
< 12” dbh may be cut along control lines to
facilitate holding activities.

Fuels - 4 All fire lines would follow the established All units where applicable
guidelines for water bar construction as outlined
in the Best Management Practices. Upon
completion of burning, the visible character of
the firelines would be disguised by spreading
pine needles, brush, etc where they intersect
roads or trails in order to reduce the likelihood of
the firelines becoming unwanted ftrails.

Fuels - 5 Piles will be covered to keep piles dry for All units where applicable
ignition and consumption during wet periods.

Fuels - 6 Prior to planting, the project silviculturist will All units where applicable
coordinate with the fuels specialist to review
planting activities within identified hazardous
fuels treatments. Planting utilizing a clumping
pattern with variable spacing to minimize
surface fuel loadings and break the continuity of
the fuel beds to maintain desired low fire hazard
conditions.

Fuels - 7 Areas proposed for a combination of planting Units with ground-based logging system
and follow up prescribed fire would be assessed | only

prior to implementation by the silviculturist and
fuels specialist to assess fuel conditions and
potential mortality of planted trees as a result of
planned prescribed fire. Should high mortality
rates of planted trees be predicted, handline or
other control methods would be employed to
exclude fire from these areas.

Heritage - 1 | Conduct heritage resource surveys to determine | All units where applicable
presence of resources within the area of
potential effects following the provisions outlined
in the Regional and Westside Recovery
Programmatic Agreements (PAS).

Heritage - 2 | Complete the Section 106 process, consulting All units where applicable
with the State Historic Preservation Officer on
potential adverse effects to sites from project
activities that cannot be mitigated using
Standard Resource Protection Measures
(SRPM). If adverse effects cannot be avoided, a
Historic Properties Treatment Plan will be
developed.

Heritage - 3 | All sites within the area of potential effects will All units where applicable
be clearly delineated prior to implementation.
This includes but is not limited to flagging site
boundaries.

Heritage - 4 | Any project activities within site boundaries will All units where applicable
follow approved SRPMs established by PAs and
will be approved by the heritage program
manager.
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Heritage - 5

No skid roads, road improvements, landings or
burn pile areas will occur within archeological
sites without approval from the district
archaeologist and/or heritage program manager.

All units where applicable

Heritage - 6

In the event that new heritage resources are
discovered during project implementation, the
district archaeologist and/or heritage program
manager must be notified and all activities in the
vicinity (150 feet) of the resource shall cease
until consultations are completed.

All units where applicable

Heritage - 7

Heritage personnel will conduct implementation
and post-implementation monitoring of project
activities within site boundaries.

All units where applicable

Inventoried
Roadless
Area-1

Site preparation and planting within Inventoried
Roadless Areas will be by hand and not include
ground-based mechanical equipment.

All site preparation and planting units in
IRAs

Range-1

All structural rangeland improvements, such as
corrals, cattle guards, and spring developments,
will be mapped and protected from disturbance.
If damage occurs, improvements will be
repaired or replaced in a timely manner.

All units within allotments

Range-2

Timing of logging operations will be made
known to the Rangeland Management Specialist
in order to decrease conflicts between cattle and
heavy equipment.

All Units within allotments

Range - 3

Meadows (dry or wet) shall not be used for
landings, staging areas, or contractor camping.

Meadows are defined as a non-forested,
herbaceous opening, ¥ acre or larger with at
least 50 percent herbaceous groundcover
and/or riparian shrubs of alder and willow.
Openings covered in ferns (Pteridium spp.),
corn lily (Veratrum spp.), marlahan mustard
(Isatis tinctoria) or other weedy species are
exempt. Openings characterized by greater than
50 percent barren ground are also exempt.

1108, 1128, 1128-1, 1137, 1142, FO46,
F046-2, FO47, FO47-1, FO47-2, FO47-3,
F048, F048-1, F048-2, F049-1, FO50-1,
FO53, FO54, FO55, FO56, FO57, FO60,
F062, FO82, FO83, FO84, FO084-1, FO84-
3 F085, F085-1, F085-2, F085-3, FO86,
F087, FO87-1, FO89, F089-1, F089-2,
F090, F095, F095-1, F095-2, F095-3,
F096, F096-1, F096-2, F161, F163-1,
F169, F175, F176, F178, F180, F182,
P073, P083, P084, P085, P087, PO88,
P090, P092, P093, P094, P098, P100,
P103, P110, P111, P113, P115, ROO1,
R002, R0O05, R006, RO07, R010, R0O11,
R013, R0O15, R017, R019, R023, R025,
R026, R027, R028, R030, R033, R034,
R039, R040, R041, R045, R049, R050,
R0O51, R054-1, RO57, R058, R072, 022,
031, 032, 034, 508_1_1, 508-1, 508-2,
508-4, 508-4-1, 508-5, 508-6, 508-9,
515-1, 518, 528, 528-1-1, 530, 545,
546, FO08, F010, FO26, FO63-4, FO63-
5, FO70, FO71, FO72, F109, F118, F120,
P036, P038, P039, P041, P042, P044,
P049, P0O50 P052, P0O56, P058, P059,
P060, P062, PO64, P0O65, P066, P067,
P068, P069, PO70, PO71, RO79, R082,
R111, R118, R119, R127-11, R127-9,
R128, 426, FO73-1, FO76-6, FO77-1,
LO19, LO24, L001, L0033, L013, L266,
Dz21

Recreation

Protect and maintain recreational access and

All units where applicable
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and
Scenery-1

recreational settings along roads, trails, and
trailheads identified as visually sensitive.

Recreation
and
Scenery-2

Repair or replace recreational signing or other
facilities and trail settings if damaged during
project implementation.

All units where applicable

Recreation
and
Scenery-3

Provide visitor information about area/road/trail
closures, or other recreation setting changes, in
news releases, on-site, and on the Forest
website.

All units where applicable

Recreation
and
Scenery-4

Minimize scenery contrasts such as stumps,
landings, skid patterns, temporary roads, and
burn piles in sensitive trailside and roadside
foreground distances to meet assigned VQOs.

All units where applicable

Recreation
and
Scenery-5

No visible tree mark paint on trees after
implementation in Retention VQO areas as seen
from high sensitivity viewpoints.

All units where applicable

Roads - 1

Forest Road 12 will be signed from the
intersection with Highway 96 to 3/8 mile past
Walker Bridge; the sign will request log truck
drivers to not use their “Jake Brakes” along this
section of road.

Forest Road 12

Watershed -
1

The project is proposed to take place during the
normal operating season (NOS) that is defined
as May 1 to October 31. All ground disturbing
activities, whether inside or outside of the NOS,
will be implemented according to the Forest’s
Wet Weather Operation Standards (Klamath
National Forest, 2002).

All units where applicable

Watershed -
2

Areas where soil has been disturbed by project
activities within Riparian Reserves must be
stabilized prior to the end of the normal
operating season, prior to sunset if the National
Weather Service forecast is a “chance” (30%) of
rain within the next 24 hours, or at the
conclusion of the operations, whichever is
sooner. This includes skid trails that cross
swales (i.e. linear depressions perpendicular to
the slope contour that do not meet definition for
designation as a Riparian Reserve). Restoration
generally consists of removing excess sediment,
reshaping and waterbarring former approaches,
and spreading slash on the former crossing.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
3

Project Riparian Reserves are established in the
following manner per the Forest Plan (site tree
for Salmon and Happy Camp districts is 170
feet, site tree for Scott and Oak Knoll districts is
150 feet):

For fish-bearing streams, it is the area on each
side of the stream extending from the edges of
the active stream channel to the top of the inner
gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year
floodplain, or to a distance equal to the height of
two site-potential trees, or 300 feet slope
distance (600 feet total, including both sides of
the stream), whichever is greatest. For Salmon
and Happy Camp ranger districts, this will be

All units where applicable
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340 feet (680 feet total).

For permanently flowing non-fish-bearing
streams, it is the area on each side of the
stream extending from the edges of the active
stream channel to the top of the inner gorge, or
to the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or
to a distance equal to the height of one site-
potential tree, or 150 feet slope distance (300
feet total, including both sides of the stream),
whichever is greatest. For Salmon and Happy
Camp ranger districts, this will be 170 feet (340
feet total) and 150 feet for the Oak Knoll and
Scott River Ranger District.

For intermittent streams, the stream channel
and extending to the top of the inner gorge, or
extension from the edges of the stream channel
to a distance equal to the height of one site
potential tree, or 100 feet slope distance,
whichever is greatest. For unstable lands, it is
the extent of unstable and potentially unstable
areas.

Consistent with Forest Plan direction, riparian
reserves for wetlands and springs will be
defined by the edge of the feature out to a
distance equal to 1 site potential tree. These
riparian reservess will be flagged and avoided
during salvage harvest.

Watershed -
4

Tractors and mechanical harvesters will be
excluded from all riparian reserves associated
with stream channels, active landslides, inner
gorges, and toe zones of dormant landslide
deposits. Hazard tree removal units are the
exception. In Hazard tree units the equipment
will be excluded from the inner 50 feet of the
non-fish bearing riparian reserve, one site tree
for fish bearing streams and in the perimeter of
all active landslides and toe zones of dormant
landslides.

Equipment will be excluded from wetlands or
wet meadows (excluding small springs and
seeps).

To limit slope disturbance, inner gorge terrain (>
65% slope) that extends beyond riparian
reserves will be buffered by 20-foot slope
distance and excluded from mechanical
equipment activities. In areas where treatments
may conflict, a hydrologist will be consulted.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
5

New temporary roads or landings will not be
constructed in any riparian reserve associated
with stream channels, on toe zones of
landslides, active landslides or inner gorges.
Exceptions for this project design feature for
Alternative 2: Landings # DZ03, DZ10, DZ23,
L043, L044, and L090.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
6

There will be no salvage logging on active
landslides.

All units where applicable

Watershed -

Limit equipment disturbance within 20 feet on

All units where applicable
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7

either side of swales by minimizing equipment
crossings and avoiding running trails up the axis
of swales, except at designated crossings.

Watershed -
8

In salvage units and subsequent site
preparation, skidding equipment will be
restricted to slopes less than 35 percent. Skid
trails that connect benches in dormant landslide
terrain can have minor portions of the skid trails
on slopes greater than 35 percent.

In site preparation units (where no salvage will
occur) felling and skidding equipment will be
restricted to slopes less than 45% in non-
granitic and non-schist soil types (see soils
report for locations).

All salvage and site preparation units

Watershed -
9

Ground-based harvest equipment will be limited
to 35% slopes, except when moving from one
bench to another on dormant landslide

terrain. In addition, ground-based equipment
can travel up to 100 feet on slopes 35 to 45
percent.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
10

During site preparation, material greater than 8”
inches in diameter would not be removed unless
needed to reduce 1,000 hour fuel loading to
seven tons per acre, retain as close to seven
tons per acre as possible.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
11

Site preparation treatments would be designed
to meet soils management direction in the
Forest Plan. This may include use of low ground
pressure equipment, retaining slash and large
woody material and implementing hand
treatments instead of mechanical.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
12

All hazard trees cut within 25 feet of a stream
channel will be left on site unless it continues to
pose a threat to safety or accessibility (see
watershed-4 for equipment exclusion
restrictions).

Along fish-bearing stream reaches, all hazard
trees greater than 26 inches in diameter at
breast height within the first site tree (150-170
feet) will be left on site unless after felling, it
continues to pose a threat to safety,
infrastructure, forest road drainage system
integrity or accessibility.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
13

Live trees directly rooted into the banks or
otherwise integral to the stability of the channel
bank will not be felled unless they pose an
overhead hazard and, if felled, will be left on site
unless this poses a hazard on the ground per
Forest Service safety requirements.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
14

Directional felling will be used to protect
streambanks where hazard trees need to be
mitigated for public or employee safety.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
15

Improvements to existing system roads in the
project area will avoid over-steepened road cuts
where possible, minimize sidecasting, and
maintain ditches, cross drains, and any

All units where applicable
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outsloped road segments.

Watershed -
16

Roads will be watered as appropriate to
maintain road fines on site. Other materials may
be used for dust abatement as approved by the
Forest Service.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
17

Upgrades or improvements to stream crossings
will be built to Forest Plan standards.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
18

Activities which require culvert replacement or
removal will occur during the least critical
periods for water and aquatic resources: when
streams are dry or during low-water conditions;
and in compliance with spawning and breeding
season restrictions.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
19

Legacy sediment site treatments within or
adjacent to streams will have erosion-prevention
techniques applied such as silt fences, straw
waddles, or mulch to minimize the risk of
discharge.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
20

All project-related temporary structures,
materials and project-related debris will not be
stored for any length of time on active landslides
and will be removed from riparian areas and
stream channels prior to winter shutdown.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
21

For legacy sediment site repairs, fill materials
generated will be reincorporated back into
subgrade to the extent possible; all excess fill
materials will be spoiled at a site reviewed and
approved by Forest Service botanist, watershed,
and heritage specialists.

All legacy site repair where applicable

Watershed -
22

Following harvest activities achieve at least 50
percent effective soil cover on new temporary
roads and block them after the harvest season
(prior to the first winter after use). New
temporary roads will also be sub-soiled (or tilled)
after use.

All temporary roads (new, existing or re-opened
decommissioned roads) will have the takeoffs
from system road obliterated or blocked to avoid
unauthorized use. All temporary roads will be
hydrologically stabilized including removal of
culverts and fills at stream crossings, out-
sloping of road surfaces, and proper
construction of water bars. Erosion and
sedimentation control structures (water bars) will
be maintained and repaired per the guidance in
the Forest Service Handbook 2409.15 R5
Supplement.

New temp roads: 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 20,
27

Watershed -
23

Existing landings will be used to the extent
possible. Existing landings in stream-course
riparian reserves will not be expanded towards
stream channels, or on to active landslides, or
where vegetation that provides shade to a
stream would need to be cut. Existing landings
in riparian reserves will be shaped and treated
for erosion control at the end of each season of
use, and hydrologically restored at project

All units where applicable
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completion (including subsoiling and covering
with slash/mulch as needed). Reused landings
in riparian reserves will have site specific
erosion control measures to reduce risk of
sediment delivery into streams.

During opening or construction of any landings,
material will not be sidecast into intermittent or
perennial stream channels.

At project conclusion, landings will be
configured for long-term drainage and stability
by reestablishing natural runoff patterns. All
landings will be covered with at least 50 percent
effective soil cover. Use of certified weed free
materials including straw, wood chips, or mulch
may be used where on-site material is
insufficient.

Watershed -
24

Refueling will not take place within riparian
reserves except at designated landings in
locations where most disconnected from water
resources. A spill containment kit will be in place
where refueling and servicing take place.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
25

Skid trail erosion control work will be kept
current during implementation. Erosion control
and drainage of skid trails will be complete prior
to shutting down operations due to wet weather
or at project completion.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
26

Use existing skid trails instead of building new
skid trails unless using existing skid trails will
have greater negative effects. Space skid trails
at least 75 feet apart, except near landings and
where trails converge. Use no skid trails in
areas in which ground-based mechanical
equipment is excluded. Designation of new skid
trails will be approved by a Timber Sale
Administrator. Erosion and sedimentation
control structure will be maintained and repaired
per the guidance in the Forest Service
Handbook 2409.15 R5 Supplement.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
27

No full bench skid trails will be constructed. Full
bench skid trails have the entire skid trail cut
into the hillslope.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
28

Locations where skid trails intersect roads will
be obliterated or effectively blocked to vehicle
access.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
29

Skyline corridors will be placed on the
landscape as to minimize disturbance to active
landslides, inner gorges and toe zones of
dormant landslide deposits. All skyline and
ground-based yarding will require one-end
suspension in corridors and on skid trails.

Corridors for skyline yarding that are parallel to
the stream channel will be placed outside of the
riparian reserve. The corridor may cross the
stream channel with full suspension of logs
within ten feet from the stream bank.

Apply erosion control measures as necessary in

All units where applicable
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cable corridors to control erosion and runoff.
This could include hand construction of water
bars and /or spreading slash from adjacent
areas.

Watershed -
30

Where skidding occurs through units with less
than 50 percent soil cover, mulch skid trails of
greater than 15 percent slope, to achieve at
least 50 percent effective soil cover on skid trails
(approximately 40 acres across the project area
may require this). Effective soil cover could
include plant litter, woody material in contact
with the soil, living vegetation, and rock
fragments with a diameter of %2 to 3 inches. Use
of certified weed free materials including straw,
wood chips, or mulch may be used where on-
site material is insufficient.

Based on soil burn severity data, these
units are most likely to require this: 225,
264, 402, 525, 528, 540, 1109, 1129,
1136, 1140, 1142, 1151, and 1155.

Watershed -
31

Prescribed fire effects in riparian reserves will
mimic a low intensity backing fire, except for
handpiles where higher intensity may occur to
consume pile material. Ignition of underburns
will generally not occur in riparian reserves.
Approval by the District Fish Biologist is needed
for underburn riparian reserve ignitions.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
32

Handpiles and windrows in riparian reserves will
be placed in a checkerboard pattern whenever
possible (not piled directly above another).
Handpiles will be less than six feet in diameter
and will be more than 15 feet away from
intermittent streams and 30 feet away from
perennial streams.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
33

For underburning, hand-line construction in
riparian vegetation shall be avoided and in
general should be farther than 25 feet from
stream channels. Handlines will be mitigated
(waterbarred and covered with organic material)
immediately following prescribed burning, when
safe to do so.

All units where applicable

Watershed -
35

Draft water only at sites designated by the
Forest Service. Decisions related to where
water drafting occurs will be coordinated with a
Forest Service fisheries biologist so that
potential impacts to anadromous fish, and the
thermal refugia they rely upon, are sufficiently
minimized.
When drafting from waters designated as coho
salmon Critical Habitat:
NOAA Fisheries Water Drafting Specifications
(2001) apply
1. Intakes will be screened with 3/32” mesh for
rounded or square openings, or 1/16” mesh for
slotted openings. When in habitat potentially
occupied by steelhead trout, intakes will be
screened with 1/8” mesh size. Wetted surface
area of the screen or fish-exclusion device shall
be proportional to the pump rate to ensure that
water velocity at the screen surface does not
exceed 0.33 feet/second.

a. Use of a NOAA approved fish screen will

All units where applicable
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ensure the above specifications are met.

2. Fish screen will be placed parallel to flow.

3. Pumping rate will not exceed 350 gallons-per-
minute or 10% of the flow of the anadromous
stream drafted from.

4. Pumping will be terminated when tank is full.
Additional applicable specifications:

* There will be no modification/improvement of
drafting sites in Coho Critical Habitat.

Water drafting by more than one truck shall not
occur simultaneously.

When drafting from waters that are not Coho
Salmon critical habitat, but do contain fish:

Forest Service Best Management Practices
(BMP) Handbook direction applies (BMP 2.5)

1. For fish-bearing streams, the water drafting
rate should not exceed 350 gallons per minute
for streamflow greater than or equal to 4.0 cubic
feet per second (cfs).

2. Below 4.0 cfs, drafting rates should not
exceed 20 percent of surface flows.

3. Water drafting should cease when bypass
surface flows drop below 1.5 cfs.

4. Intakes, for trucks and tanks, shall be placed
parallel to the flow of water and screened, with
opening size consistent with the protection of
aquatic species of interest.

5.Fish-bearing streams that are temporarily
dammed to create a drafting pool shall provide
fish passage for all life stages of fish.

When drafting from non-fish-bearing waters:

Forest Service BMP Handbook direction applies
(BMP 2.5)

» Drafting rate should not exceed 350 gallons
per minute for stream flow greater than or equal
to 2.0 cubic feet/second.

* Drafting rate should not exceed 50 percent of
surface flow.

* Drafting should cease when bypass surface
flow drops below ten gallons per minute.

* Drafting by more than one truck shall not occur
simultaneously.

Watershed
- 36

Rock and gravel will be applied to drafting sites
if it is needed to prevent stream sedimentation.

Water drafting sites located in non-fish-bearing
waters only may include minor instream
modification, such as fine sediment removal and
building of board/plastic dams. All boards and
plastic will be removed after use.

Water drafting sites located within fish-bearing
stream segments may not be modified, except
rocking the approach to prevent sedimentation.

All units where applicable

Wildlife — 1

A survey strategy will be developed in
coordination with Fish and Wildlife Service for
NSO surveys prior to project implementation. If

ALL ALTERNATIVES
All units where applicable
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surveys result in a positive detection of northern
spotted owl (NSO), then:
e No activities that generate noise above
ambient levels, such as chainsaws and
heavy equipment, will occur within 0.25 mile
of nest from Feb. 1 to July 9.
e No underburning or treatment within
nesting/roosting and foraging habitat within
0.25 mile of a nest (except roadside
hazard) from Feb. 1 to Sept. 15.
Wildlife — 2 No more than 50 percent of the suitable ALL ALTERNATIVES
nesting/roosting, and foraging habitat within an All units where applicable
occupied NSO core area and no more than 50
percent of the nesting/roosting, and foraging
suitable habitat within an occupied NSO home
range will be underburned annually.
Wildlife —3 | No prescribed fire (e.g. underburning and pile ALL ALTERNATIVES
burning) within 0.5 mile of an eagle nest from All units where applicable
January 1 to August 31.
No prescribed fire (e.g. underburning and pile
burning) will be implemented within bald eagle
winter roost areas from November 1 to March
31. If a survey determines that a winter roost or
nest site is not active, no seasonal restrictions
are required for the year.
Wildlife — 4 | No helicopter activity within 0.5 mile of a bald ALL ALTERNATIVES
eagle roost or nest or within all of Caroline All units where applicable
Creek (7th field watershed) from January 1 to .
August 31. If surveys determine that a roost or tgzg'ngs DZ03, DZ04, BZ05, DZ10,
nest is not active, no seasonal restrictions are
required for the year. Landings L259 and L270 Units 037, 038, and 039
(in Caroline Creek) are not subject to this LOP.
Wildlife — 5 No project activities creating noise above ALL ALTERNATIVES
ambient levels (including mechanical thinning, Units:
yarding, chainsaw use, and hauling) or habitat
modification within 0.25 mile of a bald eagle E(l)g; E(l)ggfll-gfzngizlg FF2114372_2:51nd
roost or nest from January 1 to August 31. If R102, ' ' ' '
surveys determine that a roost or nest is not :
active, no seasonal restrictions are required for
the year.
Wildlife —6 | A survey strategy will be developed prior to ALL ALTERNATIVES
project implementation for goshawk. If survey All units where applicable
results locate a nesting pair project activities will
not occur within .25 miles of this site location
from (March 1- August 31). If pre-
implementation surveys determine no nesting
activity, then seasonal restrictions may be lifted
for the year.
Wildlife — 7 No roadside treatment between March 1 and ALL ALTERNATIVES
June 15 to avoid disturbance of denning fisher. | n11 roads
Wildlife — 8 | No treatment, salvage harvest, or ground ALL ALTERNATIVES
disturbing activity during any time of the yearin | applies to all or parts of units 517, 518,
areas within units that are flagged for 508-8, 508-4, 508-4-1, 508-9, 508, 508-
avoidance; as these areas contain either known 3, 508-2, 508-1, 501, 503, 506, 505’
sites, occupied talus habitat, or potentially 515-1, 515-1-2, 516, 523-1, 523, and
occupied talus habitat for the Scott Bar 528.
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Salamander and Siskiyou Mountain
Salamander. Sites will be flagged on the ground
by the project wildlife biologist.

Wildlife — 9 Do not place skyline corridors on known sites, All Alternatives

occupied talus habitat, or potentially occupied Applies to units 508, 508-3, 508-2, 508-
talus habitat for the Scott Bar Salamander and 1, 501, 503, 506, 505, 515-1, 515-1-2,
Siskiyou Mt Salamander during anytime of the 516, 523-1, 523, and 528.

year. This will apply to skyline units within the
range of the Scott Bar and Siskiyou Mt
Salamander that have talus habitat.

Wildlife — 10 | Avoid ground disturbance to known Survey and | All Alternatives — All roadside hazard

Manage mollusk and salamander sites during units where applicable
roadside hazard tree removal activities.

Wildlife — 11 | Legacy Components Retention for Late ALL ALTERNATIVES
Successional Habitat All units where applicable

Retain legacy component trees and snags in
treatment units. These legacy components will
be identified using physical characteristics.

e Legacy trees or snag size will vary
depending on site condition, but are usually
disproportionately large diameter trees that
are often remnants of the previous stand on
a given site. They are old standing trees
that have persisted on the landscape after
man-made and natural disturbances. For
example, large trees containing one or more
of the following characteristics: split or
broken tops, heavy decadent branching,
large mistletoe brooms, otherwise damaged
to the degree that a cavity may form such as
basal fire or lightning scars, or other
features that indicate decay or defect.

¢ If the legacy component tree or snag must
be felled for safety reasons, retain the log
whole in the unit.

Wildlife — 12 | Retain an average of 2 to 8 snags per acre of ALL ALTERNATIVES

the largest size class in addition to the riparian All units where applicable
reserves within treatment units >100 acres or
aggregations of treatment units totaling >100
acres in size. Ideally these snags will be
clumped and distributed throughout the
treatment unit and situated with large, live trees
where possible. Snags or dying trees that
contain cat faces, broken or forked tops, hollows
or cavities, burned out cavities, or those that are
otherwise damaged to the degree that a cavity
may form will be favored for retention. Snags left
by operational constraints will count towards the
snhag retention. The number of retained snags
will depend on slope and aspect.

e  On the lower 2/3 of north and east facing
slopes, 5-8 snags per acre averaged across
the unit will be retained.

e  On the upper 1/3 of north and east facing
slopes, an average of 2-5 snags / acre
averaged across the unit will be retained.

e  On all south and west facing slopes,
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regardless of slope position, 2-5 snags /
acre will be retained
Retain all large hardwood snags or live trees
where practicable, particularly those with
cavities, broken or split tops, or large broken
branches.
Wildlife — 13 | Retain pre-existing (existing prior to the wildfire) | ALL ALTERNATIVES
conifer and hardwood snags (greater than 14 All units where applicable
inches in diameter at breast height) and pre-
existing coarse woody debris in the salvage
units. If any pre-existing snags must be felled for
safety reasons, these pre-existing snags will be
left on landscape whole as coarse wood.
Wildlife — 14 | Avoid placing cable corridors through retention ALL ALTERNATIVES
patches or any actions that would potentially
damage retention areas whenever possible.
Wildlife — 15 | Leave cull trees (greater than or equal to ALL ALTERNATIVES
20inches in diameter in roadside units where All units where applicable
possible in whole as woody debris. Leave as
whole logs where practicable.
Wildlife — 16 | Retain 5-8 snags per acre of the largest snags Portion of unit 058-2.
present in each of the units within the bald eagle Units: 058-1, 058-3, 058, 058-4, 058-5,
management area in Caroline Creek and lower | g0 in bald eagle management area
Grider drainage.
Wildlife — 17 | No management activities will occur within at ALL ALTERNATIVES
least 0.25 mile (up to 1.0 mile) of peregrine Units:213 and F038,
falcon nest location from March 1 to August 31 if
the nest is active. If a survey determines that a
nest site is not active, no seasonal restrictions
are required for the year.
Wildlife — 18 | No helicopter flight paths within 0.5 mile (upto 1 | ALL ALTERNATIVES
mile) from a peregrine falcon nest location from | nits:214 and L237
March 1 to August 31. If a survey determines
that a nest site is not active, no seasonal
restrictions are required.
Wildlife — 19 | No salvage in units associated with NSO core Alternative 3
areas that have been identified as having 415-1 and 420 1217, 1129-1, 1129,
“Moderate potential” for contributing to the 1136, 1140, 1135,1217, 23-3, 23-6,
demographic support of the NSO population in 005-11, 54, 57-1, 240, 239, 214, 218,
the analysis area. Some units are exceptions to | 267.1 264, 531, 533
this and are accounted for in the list of affected
units.
Wildlife — 20 | Defer treatment in all salvage units less than 20 | Alternative 3
acres. Units: 1, 4, 6, 10, 35, 202, 204, 207,
210, 214, 215, 217, 218, 219, 221, 222,
223, 225, 230, 233, 235, 236, 240, 244,
268, 402, 403, 416, 418, 420, 516, 518,
531, 532, 1108, 1138, 1155, 1217, 004-
1, 200-1, 212-1, 216-1, 235-1, 235-2,
236-1, 508-6, 55-1, and 55-2

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study

Federal agencies are required to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives
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that were not developed in detail (40 CFR 1502.14). Public comments received in
response to the proposed action provided suggestions for alternative methods for
achieving the purpose and need. Some of these alternatives may have been outside the
scope of the need for the proposal, duplicative of the alternatives considered in detail, or
determined to be components that would cause unnecessary environmental harm.
Therefore, a number of alternatives were considered, but eliminated from detailed
consideration for reasons summarized below.

Alternative A

This alternative was developed in response to a report that offers “a scientific framework
of principles and practices that are provided to guide development of federal policy
concerning wildfire and salvage logging and other post-fire treatments” (Beschta 1995)
and includes recommendations on post-fire practices. The recommendations and how
they are addressed are displayed in table 2-36.

Table 2-36: Recommendations of the 1995 Beschta report and how each is addressed by alternatives
in the Westside Fire Recovery project

Recommendations:

Addressed by:

1. Prohibiting
salvage
logging in
sensitive
areas (as
defined by (a)
through (f)

@)

severely burned
areas (soil burn
severity)

Alternative 1 will not salvage in severely burned areas.
Action alternatives (2 through 5) minimize negative effects
of salvage through implementation of watershed project
design features. See also response to relevant issue #1.
Alternative 4 responds to this issue.

(b)

erosive soils and any
site where
accelerated erosion
is possible (soils with
very high erosion
hazard ratings)

Alternative 1 will not salvage on erosive soils or sites
where accelerated erosion is possible. Action alternatives
(2 through 5) minimize negative effects of salvage
through implementation of watershed project design
features. See also response to relevant issue #1.
Alternative 4 responds to this issue.

(©)

fragile soils (those
that have physical,
chemical, or
biological limitations
that reduce ability to
recover after
disturbance: schist,
granitic, and
serpentine)

Alternative 1 will not salvage on fragile soils. Action
alternatives (2 through 5) minimize negative effects of
salvage through implementation of watershed project
design features. See also response to relevant issue #1.
Alternative 4 responds to this issue.

(d)

roadless areas

None of the alternatives propose salvage harvest within
inventoried roadless areas so all alternatives meet the
Beschta recommendations. See also response to relevant
issue #3. Alternative 5 responds specifically to this issue.

(e)

riparian areas

No salvage harvest is proposed for hydrologic (stream-
side) riparian areas (reserves) as delineated in watershed
project design features. No salvage is proposed for
geologic riparian reserves in alternative 1. Action
alternatives (2 through 5) minimize negative effects of
salvage through implementation of watershed project
design features. See also response to relevant issues #1
and #3. Alternatives 4 and 5 respond to these issues as
does the refined alternative 2.
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Recommendations:

Addressed by:

(f) steep slopes Alternative 1 will not salvage on steep slopes. Action
alternatives (2 through 5) minimize negative effects of
salvage through implementation of watershed project
design features that limit the slopes on which salvage will
occur. See also response to relevant issue #1. Alternative
4 responds to this issue.

2. Limitations (@) Leave at least 50% of | Alternative 1 maintains natural recovery process in 100%
aimed at standing dead trees of the project area. Action alternatives (2 through 5)
maintaining in each diameter maintain natural recovery on from 88% of the project
species and class areas (alternative 2) and 89% (alternatives 3 and 4) to
natural (b) leave all trees greater | 96% (alternative 5). Action alternatives generally retain all
recovery than 20 inches live trees (with 70% or greater chance of living) in salvage
processes diameter at breast units. Removal of snags is governed by project design
should apply height or older than features; all action alternatives minimize negative effects
to areas 150 years of salvage on maintaining species through
suitable for ~ (c) Generally, leave all implementation of wildlife project design features. See
salvage live trees also response to relevant issue #2. Alternative 3 responds

to this issue.

3. Prohibit new road building in the

burned landscape.

Alternative 1 does not propose building any new roads.
Action alternatives (2 through 5) do not build any new
National Forest Transportation System (permanent)
roads. New temporary roads are proposed from 23 miles
(alternative 2) to 4 miles (alternative 4) Alternative 4 limits
new temporary roads. All action alternatives minimize
negative effects of new temporary roads through
implementation of project design features. See also
response to 